Here\u27s looking at you, kid: multi-method perspectives in person perception by Bernard, Carole Broussard
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1983
Here's looking at you, kid: multi-method
perspectives in person perception
Carole Broussard Bernard
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Clinical Psychology Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Bernard, Carole Broussard, "Here's looking at you, kid: multi-method perspectives in person perception " (1983). Retrospective Theses
and Dissertations. 7697.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/7697
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This reproduction was made from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. 
While the most advanced technology has been used to photograph and reproduce 
this document, the quality of the reproduction is heavily dependent upon the 
quality of the material submitted. 
The following explanation of techniques is provided to help clarify markings or 
notations which may appear on this reproduction. 
1. The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. This 
may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating adjacent pages 
to assure complete continuity. 
2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark, it is an 
indication of either blurred copy because of movement during exposure, 
duplicate copy, or copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed. For 
blurred pages, a good image of the page can be found in the adjacent frame. If 
copyriglited materials were deleted, a target note will appear listing the pages in 
the adjacent frame. 
3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photographed, 
a definite method of "sectioning" the material has been followed. It is 
customary to begin filming at the upper left hand comer of a large sheet and to 
continue from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. If necessary, 
sectioning is continued again - beginning below the first row and continuing on 
until complete. 
4. For illustrations that cannot be satisfactorily reproduced by xerographic 
means, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and inserted 
into your xerographic copy. These prints are available upon request from the 
Dissertations Customer Services Department. 
5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases the best 
available copy has been filmed. 
Uni 
Intemationcil 
300 N. Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 

8323266 
Bernard, Carole Broussard 
HERE'S LOOKING AT YOU, KID: MULTI-METHOD PERSPECTIVES IN 
PERSON PERCEPTION 
Iowa State University PH.D. 1983 
University 
Microfilms 
I nternstionsl 300 N. zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 

Here's looking at you, kid: 
Multi-method perspectives in person perception 
by 
Carole Broussard Bernard 
A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Major: Psychology 
Approved : 
In Charge of Majoi^  Work 
"ï'or the Major Department 
For the Gradu 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1983 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
ii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
INTRODUCTION 1 
Historical Overview 2 
The Trait-Situation Controversy 5 
Attribution and Self-Perception 9 
Nomothetic vs Idiographic Assessment 12 
Overview of Present Research 16 
METHODS 25 
Subjects 25 
Design and Procedure 26 
Central Predictions and Analyses 28 
Methodological Issues 31 
RESULTS 37 
Trait Ratings 37 
Trait Ratings-JPI Scales 64 
DISCUSSION 90 
Trait Ratings Reexamined 90 
Are Ratings as Good as Inventories? 98 
Theoretical Considerations 101 
REFERENCE NOTES 106 
REFERENCES 107 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 113 
iii 
Page 
APPENDIX A: CONSENT FORMS 114a 
APPENDIX B: PARENT LETTER 116a 
APPENDIX C: TRAIT DESCRIPTIONS FOR THE JACKSON PERSONALITY 
INVENTORY 117 
APPENDIX D: TRAIT RATING FORMS 120a 
APPENDIX E: ADDITIONAL TABLES ILLUSTRATING SUMMARY DATA AND 
FURTHER ANALYSES 129 
1 
INTRODUCTION 
During the last fifty years, research in personality has re­
flected a fundamental dichotomy. The traditional position is that 
espoused by Allport (1937, 1966), Cattell (1966), and Eysenck (1967) -
the view of personality as underlying trait dimensions which are pre­
dictive of how people will respond in varying situations. The trait 
position assumes relatively consistent and enduring traits; one be­
haves in a friendly manner because he or she has x amount of the 
trait of friendliness and is likely to respond in a predictably 
friendly way in many situations. This view of personality is con­
sonant with the "naive psychologist" in us; our language's 18,000 
trait descriptions allow us to conceptualize persons in terms of 
these underlying dimensions. However, psychology's vast empirical 
literature suggests an alternative view. The evidence is weighted 
heavily toward external and situational factors as predominant causes 
of behavior (Fiske, 1974; Mischel, 1968), with individual differences 
seldom accounting for more than 4-9% of the relevant variance. The 
situationist position holds that consistency across situations, not 
persons, determines behavioral consistency. Throughout the middle 
years of the century both positions have attracted and maintained 
staunch supporters, but the last 10 to 12 years have seen the con­
sistency debate revitalized (Alker, 1972; Argyle & Little, 1972; Bern, 
1972; Bern & Allen, 1974; Bem & Funder, 1978; Endler, 1973; Epstein, 
1979, 1980; Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980; Magnusson & Endler, 1977; 
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Mischel, 1968, 1973; Pervin, 1978; Schweder, 1975; Wachtel, 1973). 
The purpose of the present study is to look at these consistency 
issues from the framework of three interrelated areas of psychological 
theory: personality theory, attribution theory, and self-perception 
theory. Examination of personality theory will incorporate the posi­
tions held by Allport (1966) and Block (1977) as well as those of 
Mischel (1968) and Magnusson and Endler (1977). The self-perception 
notions of Bern (1972) and Fonder (1980) will be addressed, as will 
the attributional theorizing of Jones and Nisbett (1972) and Kenrick 
and Stringfield (1980). The paper includes a historical overview of 
the trait-situation controversy; a review of current literature which 
ties together the various theoretical components of the study; an 
overview of the present investigation; and research methods, results 
and discussion. 
Historical Overview 
Hartshome and May (1928, 1929; Kartshorne, May, & Shuttleworth, 
1930) led the first and most extensive challenge to the intuitive 
assumptions of the behavioral consistency manifest in trait and type 
theories of personality. In a multivolume work entitled Studies in 
the Nature of Character, they investigated "moral character" and found 
little consistency in diverse measures of such traits as helpfulness, 
coopérâtiveness, deception, persistence, and self-control. Among 23 
trait measures, they found average intercorrelations of .30, a finding 
which led them to conclude that they were observing "groups of 
specific habits rather than general traits." 
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During the same years as the Hartshorne-May investigations, a 
second study conducted by Theodore Newcomb (1929) also cast doubts on 
a complacent trait perspective. Newcomb kept careful behavioral 
records of 51 boys attending a summer camp session. Intending to 
define the personality dimensions of extroversion and introversion, 
he categorized 30 specific behaviors into ten traits. After several 
weeks of observation, Newcomb found little or no consistency at the 
level of specific behaviors. Further, the intercorrelations among 
behaviors at the level of trait consistency averaged only .14, about 
the same as randomly selected behaviors. 
In a third study, Dudycha (1936) offered a like commentary on 
behavioral consistency. In order to study punctuality, Dudycha ob­
served 300 college students on over 15,000 specific behavioral occa­
sions. The mean cross-situational correlations across all behaviors 
was .19; the highest correlation (between punctuality at entertain­
ment and at co=ons) •was .44, not exceptionally high for a trait that 
might be expected to be more consistent across situations than either 
introversion-extroversion or "moral character". At the same time, 
self-reports did not fare much better. Lehmann and Witty (1934) 
concluded, after reviewing paper and pencil attempts to predict be­
havior, that the unreliable results led them to question the exist­
ence of general traits. 
Meanwhile, new theoretical arguments for situationally specific 
behavior were propounded by stimulus-response behaviorism. Even as 
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early as 1943, Ichheiser's arguments foreshadowed the situation-
determined view of behavior which many personality and social psy­
chologists hold today. Ichheiser pointed out that we see others in 
stereotyped situations, that we overlook the impact of our own pres­
ence and/or expectations in evoking consistent behavior in others, 
and that we overlook data that do not fit our consistency expec­
tations of others. More recently, these same observations have been 
expressed in the work of Jones and Goethals (1971) and Snyder and 
Uranowitz (1978) on initial impressions; in the work of attribution 
theorists (Argyle & Little, 1972; Jones & Harris, 1967; Jones & 
Nisbett, 1972; Kelley, 1967) on the over-estimation in attributing 
causality to the person rather than the situation, and in Mischel's 
1968 review on the overgeneralizing from temporal consistency to 
cross-situational consistency. 
The clinical judgment literature has provided additional support 
for the situational specificity of behavior. It suggests that even 
highly trained clinical psychologists attain minimal interjudge re­
liabilities when asked to characterize people on trait dimensions 
(Goldberg & Werts, 1966). Because expert judges seem to offer little 
support for an individual differences view, lay persons, one would 
expect, might fare even worse. This contention is supported in a 
well-known study by Dornbusch, Hastorf, Richardson, Muzzy, and 
Vreeland (1965). They found that children at a camp did reasonably 
well in terms of category overlap when asked to characterize a common 
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social object. However, the overlap was nearly as high with different 
stimulus persons and different perceivers; it was highest when the 
same subject rated two different stimulus persons. Dombusch et al. 
concluded that the disposition of the perceiver, rather than the dis­
positional traits of the stimulus person, had the greater impact. 
Despite its less than spectacular empirical support, the trait 
approach that characterizes traditional personality theory has re­
mained strong. Part of its continued impetus lies in its intuitive 
appeal; part comes from the interactionist position (Argyle & Little, 
1972; Bern & Funder, 1978; Endler, 1973; Magnusson & Endler, 1977) 
which seeks consistency in the interaction of person and situation rather 
than in either alone. The continued focus on the role of traits in ex­
plaining behavior has resisted the challenge of situational behaviorism 
vigorously led by Mischel. 
The Trait-Situation Controversy 
Mischel's View 
Walter Mischel became the central figure in the trait-situation 
debate when he asserted in Personality and Assessment (1968) that the 
predictive utility of a trait-based approach to personality was still 
in question. In that text, he offered a resoundedly vocal criticism 
of trait theory, and of the research procedures and theoretical in­
ferences that may be drawn from it as well. He contended that the 
reason personality researchers could never manage to achieve greater 
than a .30 correlation accounting for more than 9% of the variance was 
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that the situation, not the person, determines behavior. In this view 
(essentially an adoption of the S-R paradigm), the person is reactive. 
What determines consistency is consistency in situations, not persons. 
Whereas trait theory allows for transsituational consistency within 
persons and individual differences within situations, situationism 
calls for transsituational variability within persons and views indi­
vidual differences within situations as anomalies to be explained by 
faculty experimental methodology. 
Mischel's argument that true behavioral variability rather than 
imperfect methodology is responsible for the .30 ceiling in correlation 
coefficients provoked controversy. He challenged Cattell and Sullivan's 
(1962) claim that trait factors measure primary dimensions; such factors 
are researchers' constructs, he stated, and not underlying personality 
traits. 
The interactionist position 
The years since Mischel's statement of the situationist position 
have been filled with rejoinders, disclaimers, modifications, and re­
visions. The most vocal position to have emerged has been the inter­
actionist one. Interactionists affirm that personality lies neither in 
the person nor in the situation but in the combination and interaction 
of both. Early responses to Mischel's (1968) strong stance (Alker, 
1972; Bem, 1972; Bowers, 1973) provoked lively and often heated written 
debate. Bowers (1973) provided the first, most direct attack of both 
Mischel and trait theory. His critical "think" piece was followed 
7 
shortly by the publication of Mischel's "cognitive social learning 
theory" (1973), a somewhat radical departure from the "pure" situation-
ist position he championed earlier. Drawing from Bandura (1969, 1971) 
Mischel modified his stand in his postulation of five "person vari­
ables" - cognitions, encoding and classification procedures, expec­
tancies of outcome, evaluations of outcome, and self-regulation - all 
of which interact in various ways with the environment. Mischel's 
revised position is acknowledged in Endler and Magnusson's position 
paper on interactionism (1977), in whith they compare its adequacy as 
a theory in comparison with trait theory, psychodynamic theory, and 
situationism. This paper serves as the introduction to a prestigious 
collection of papers first presented at an international conference on 
interactionism in 1975. 
Wachtel (1973) has added another conceptual dimension to person-
situation interaction: he points out that such interaction is re­
ciprocal; chat is, persons do as much to "create" environments as en­
vironments actually influence persons. Yet, experimental methodology 
has made it nearly impossible to investigate the standard situations 
person ordinarily generate for themselves (Bowers, 1977). Wachtel 
(1977) suggests we observe how people ordinarily function for clues 
about underlying consistencies when behaviors vary widely across 
situations. Increasingly, researchers are looking at situational vari­
ability in their examination of trait consistency. In a series of 
studies, Epstein (1979, 1980) has shown that behaviors of individuals 
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averaged over situations show a high level of predictability of future 
behaviors. Pervin (1968, 1978) had subjects choose their own relevant 
dimensions and found patterns of consistencies and inconsistencies that 
varied with situations. And both Bern and Allen (1974) and Kenrick and 
Stringfield (1980) ask subjects to respond to situational as well as to 
trait consistency. 
The Trait Stance 
For the most part, researchers strongly supportive of the trait 
position (Allport, 1966; Block, 1971, 1977; Hogan, DeSoto & Solano, 
1977; Weiss, 1979) emphasize that people do manifest consistency in 
their behavior over time and across situations. Block (1977), for 
example, reports appreciable consistency and continuity in scores when 
subjects responded to the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) on 
two separate occasions, 25 years apart. Epstein (1979) notes that ob­
taining ratings over several events increases the reliability coeffi­
cients. Finally, Bern and Allen (1974) and Kenrick and Stringfield 
(1980) suggest that moderating even single trait ratings may result 
in noticeably higher consistency measures. 
Pervin (1978) has echoed the stance of other trait theorists in 
his response to the early (1968) challenge of Mischel that traits are 
not predictive enough. He notes that trait theorists/proponents (cf 
Allport, 1937, 1966) have never claimed to be able to predict a single 
instance of behavior; that there is a difference, ignored by both sit-
uationists and attributionists, between consistency and sameness; and 
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that there are other properties of a valid concept besides predictive-
ness to be considered. 
Attribution and Self-Perception 
Traits as Errors in Perception 
A score of contemporary social psychologists (Endler, 1973; Jones 
& Nisbett, 1972; Kelley, 1973; Lemer & Miller, 1978; Monson & Snyder, 
1977) hold that attributions are the key to understanding behavioral 
variation. According to attributionists (e.g. Jones and Nisbett, 
1972), traits exist "in the eye of the beholder"; additionally, they 
suggest that we overestimate the degree to which behavior is caused by 
individual traits and underestimate situational factors. Processing, 
informational, and linguistic biases can serve to generate trait in­
ferences even in the absence of traits. Because of these biases, we 
generalize about behavior, frequently extrapolating it to other set­
tings where the situational aspects may vary. 
Ross (1977) describes a second perception error as the tendency 
to attribute causality to the actor rather than to the situation. This 
"fundamental attribution error" occurs when we ignore the behavioral 
correlations of the situation and attribute causal determinants to 
the actor. Ross' seeming disdain of the concept of traits is echoed 
by Fiske, who in his 1974 exploration of the limits of personality as 
a science, hinted that traditional personality theory had served its 
usefulness and might better give way to make room for a personality 
of perceptions. 
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Additional studies (Malasch, 1979; Gould & Sigall, 1977; Stephan, 
Berscheid, & Walster, 1971) have explored how the cognitive and moti­
vational processes of the perceiver influence the attribution of traits 
to others. Stephan et al. found that when male subjects were aroused, 
their motivational state allowed them to attribute their own need-
relevant traits (sexual receptivity) to potential dates. 
Self-perception and Self-attribution 
Incorporated into the general framework of an attribution per­
spective is the more specific notion of self-perception. Theories of 
self-concept and self-perception seek to explain both how people view 
themselves and whether others see them as they see themselves. His­
torically influenced by symbolic interactionism, a widely held view 
asserts that a person's self-concept is developed as a reflection of 
the way one appears to others (Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979). Basic to 
this viewpoint is the implication that one's self-perceptions ought to 
be fairly congruent with the perceptions of others. 
Less broadly, the self-perception theory of Bern (1972) suggests 
that persons observe their own behavior in much the same way that other 
"objective" observers might view them. According to Bern, persons come 
to know their emotions, attitudes, and other internal states partially 
by inferring them from observations of the circumstances in which 
their own overt behavior occurs. Self-perception theory, although 
originally developed as an alternative theory to dissonance phenomena, 
complements the suggestion that individuals may be the best source of 
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information about their own behavior (Mischel, 1973). 
In a recent study, Funder (1980) has incorporated aspects of both 
of the positions described above. He predicted that self and peer 
trait attributions would covary depending on whether the traits in 
question were visible only to the person who manifests them or were 
outwardly visible to other observers. The resulting subject-peer 
agreements lend support to the self-concept theory, showing that self-
other perceptions do covary across a wide variety of trait domains. 
The self-other differences in ratings on observable versus inner 
traits are also supportive of attribution theory. 
Yet another whole area of attribution theory deals with self-
attribution; specifically, it is concerned with those discrepancies 
between actor (self) and observer attributions of personality. In 
their review of the data relevant to the divergent perspectives hy­
pothesis (1977) , Monson and Snyder assert that since actors have the 
most knowledge of factors that might have caused their behavior, they 
might be expected to be expert judges of the variations between their 
behavior and situational and dispositional causes. Monson and Snyder 
also challenge the claims of Jones and Nisbett (1972) and Ross (1977) 
that actors attribute their behavior to situational causes while ob­
servers attribute behavior to personal causes. Citing extensive re­
search evidence (e.g. Gould & Sigall, 1977; Regen & Totten, 1975; 
Storms, 1973) that the reverse may be equally true, they attribute 
the reversal to the fact that actors have more and better evidence 
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upon which to construct causal explanations. Thus, Monson and Snyder 
(1977) by implication lend support to the phenomenological viewpoint 
which utilizes subjects' self-assessments. 
Nomothetic vs Idiographic Assessment 
Research in personality has traditionally relied on nomothetic 
approaches. In a recent landmark study, Bem and Allen (1974) delineate 
the "nomothetic fallacy" in traditional research literature long cited 
by Allport (1937). The key assumption of the nomothetic position is 
that a particular trait or set of trait dimensions is applicable in a 
universal way to all persons. Differences among persons are specified 
in terms of degree, and individual differences are thus identified with 
specific locations on a dimension. Bem and Allen (1974) concur with 
Allport that individuals may differ in terms of the ways in which 
traits are related as well as what traits are even relevant. Thus 
specified, "cross-situational consistency" becomes a measure of the 
degree to which the behavior of individuals conforms to the class of 
behaviors imposed by the investigator. In other words, nomothetic as­
sessment measures differences or consistencies on trait dimensions 
between individuals, and provides only limited ways of assessing con­
sistency within individuals. Despite this drawback, wholly idiographic 
procedures (projective data, clinical judgment) have an even poorer 
track record in terms of predictive validity (Mischel, 1968). 
Bem and Allen (1974) offer an ingenious solution to this nomo-
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thetic-idiographic dilemma. Although they retained the right to 
specify the equivalence class of behaviors for each trait, they asked 
individuals to describe the cross-situational consistency of their be­
havior on two dimensions—"friendliness" and "conscientiousness." 
Rather than nomothetic ratings of degree, they used individual ratings 
of consistency, achieving impressively high correlations (.48 - .62) 
between self-ratings, peer ratings, parent ratings, and other behavioral 
measures of "friendliness." Classifying individuals as having high or 
low variability on a dimension enabled Bern and Allen to eliminate those 
who had wide variance on a particular trait dimension. Those who 
labeled themselves as highly variable on the dimension were objec­
tively unpredictable. 
Bern and Allen's (1974) approach was only partly idiographic, in 
that it utilized only two traits considered separately. Subjects were 
really not allowed to characterize themselves in a truly idiographic 
sense. Pervin (1968) did use a free-response (wholly idiographic) 
format, and he found that all of the individuals he studied rated them­
selves as variable on some dimensions but highly consistent on others. 
While Pervin's report is based on a small sample with unsubstantiated 
self-reports, his findings suggest an idiographic perspective may 
have greater predictability. 
A similar idiographic model was used by Epstein (1979) in examin­
ing behavioral (not self-report) consistency. In an excellent over­
view of the trait-situation controversy, Epstein challenged the classic 
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Hartshome and May study (1928, 1929; Hartshorne, May, & Shuttleworth, 
1930). Although their work is classically cited as evidence against the 
stability of personality, Epstein quoted their own assertion (Hartshome 
& May, 1928, p. 135) that, while single predictors could not determine 
future behavior, high correlations (.75) could be obtained by combining 
ten predictors. In his own work, Epstein asserts the following: 
(a) Stability can be demonstrated over a wide range of variables, 
so long as the behavior in question is averaged over a sufficient 
number of occurrences. This applies equally to data derived from 
the direct measurement of objective behavior, from self-reports, 
and from ratings by others, (p. 1121) 
Epstein's claims are aptly supported by the results of his four 
studies: when 14 days of behavior samples were correlated with other 
samples of equivalent or longer length, correlations of .80 to .90 
were achieved. 
Kenrick and Stringfield's (1980) approaches are similar to those 
described both in Bern and Allen (1974) and Epstein (1979). They specu­
lated that a more fully idiographic approach could use self-rated 
consistency to select the most relevant dimension for each subject. 
By comparing all subjects rather than a select subset, they achieved 
a nomothetic approach as well. And, they limited the method problems 
inherent in allowing individuals free choice of their most consistent 
traits by utilizing the 16 trait dimensions based on Cattell's (1966) 
16 personality factors. However, Kenrick and Stringfield recognized 
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that predicting "objective" consistency by using prescribed trait di­
mensions was limited in a significant way: to the extent that people 
manifest consistency in nonobservable ways, their consistent behavior 
may be unapparent to others. Therefore, they obtained ratings on the 
public observability of a particular trait dimension, again using the 
subjects' own phenomenological perspectives, and predicted stronger 
self-other correlations. Their predictions were supported. 
Harris (1980) proposes yet another alternative to the traditional 
nomothetic perspective. In an attempt to approximate a "multimethod 
technique in an idiographic context," Harris obtained self-ratings on 
traits, mean ratings of several peer observers, and personality inven­
tory scores (Jackson's Personality Research Form, 1967). The inter-
correlations obtained between a single rating (profile) and a composite 
profile then serve as an overall measure of stability. Harris' ap­
proach is unique in that he has used correlational analysis to inves­
tigate congruence of profiles among methods within an individual sub­
ject rather than congruence among different persons. 
In their challenge of the "nomothetic fallacy", Bem and Allen 
(1974) superimposed the idiographic characteristic of self-labeled 
consistency on nomothetic dimensions and achieved impressive inter-
rater agreement. By illuminating the "measurement error" (the in­
herent limitations of studying single instances of behavior) Epstein 
(1979) has provided a more hopeful future direction for behavioral 
assessment. In demonstrating how attribution, public observability, and 
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self-perception influence trait perceptions, Kenrick and Stringfield 
(1980) have established a framework for evaluating behavioral con­
sistency. And working within a traditional nomothetic correlational 
framework, Harris has developed a method of describing idiographic, 
within-person stability. 
While none of the studies cited above makes any pretense of pre­
dicting "all of the people all of the time," they do offer innovative 
methods for working within an nomothetic-idiographic framework. 
Further, they rather compellingly illustrate that we can further 
understand stability in human personality through the use of tradi­
tional trait concepts. Although the "pseudoissue" (cf. Endler, 
1973; Million, 1981) of the person versus the situation remains 
salient, the interactionist position is slowly being tempered by ac­
knowledgment from their own ranks (Mischel, 1981) that self-rated con­
sistency is, in fact, a predictor of consistency ratings by others. 
Overview of Present Research 
Recent conceptualizations in personality research within the trait 
tradition (e.g. Harris, 1980; Lamiell, 1981) suggest that the chal­
lenge to traditional assessment techniques, represented in the last 
decade by Bern and Allen (1974), Epstein (1979, 1980) and Kenrick and 
Stringfield (1980), has revitalizing implications for the trait posi­
tion. Along with Pervin (1978; cf. Bern & Funder, 1978; Block, 1978) 
these researchers share a common goal: they have sought to merge 
idiographic perspectives with nomothetic methodology. Through very 
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different methodological routes, the studies reach the same general 
conclusions. In every case, nomothetic approaches tempered by idio-
graphic anchors have resulted in substantially higher validity coef­
ficients and hence, greater predictive accuracy. While not everyone 
would agree with Lamiell's (1980) call for an "idiothetic" psychology 
of personality (i.e. an alternative to the individual differences 
paradigm), his position is a theoretical expansion for which they have 
laid the groundwork. The blending of idiographic and nomothetic 
techniques has thus far addressed the question of consistency with the 
data aggregated across persons (see e.g. Kenrick and Stringfield, 
1980, p. 93; Zanna, Olson, & Fazio, 1980, pp. 437-438). Lamiell 
notes that we have no satisfactory paradigm for investigating con­
sistency at the level of the individual with respect to any one at­
tribute. This speculative level of conceptualization (provocatively 
addressed in Tyler, 1978), provides a backdrop for future investiga­
tion; however, this study follows the trend addressed by Funder (1980) 
and Harris (1980) in addressing the consistency issues and nomothetic-
idiographic distinctions within an individual differences framework. 
Trait Ratings 
The present research is outgrowth of an earlier attempt to repli­
cate the general findings of Bern and Allen (1974) and Kenrick and 
Stringfield (1980) (see Bernard & Borgen, Note 1). Intrigued both 
by the magnitude of their validity coefficients and their clinically 
appealing rationale, we examined self and peer ratings of subjects 
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which included both nomothetic personality dimensions and individual 
perceptions of consistency and observability within those dimensions. 
From the outset, we suspected that imperfect methodology in the 
Kenrick and Stringfield study had produced inflated coefficients; 
hence, the first study included both a replication of the Kenrick and 
Stringfield approach as well as the development of more appropriate 
statistical techniques to handle the rather complex correlational 
analyses (Bernard, Note 2). Although the Kenrick and Stringfield re­
sults were replicated, in part, by using their methdology, our use of 
more stringent correlational procedures produced coefficients of 
about .25, roughly in the range of the typical "personality coeffi­
cient" (Mischel, 1968). However, using idiographic anchors of con­
sistency modified by observability and cross-situational variability 
did enhance predictive validity over that of unmoderated traits. 
Our conclusions were that the failure to corroborate Kenrick is 
statistical rather than substantive, and that the use of moderating 
variables, utilizing the individual's own phenomenological framework, 
is a fruitful area of application that merits further investigation. 
One focus of the current study follows rather closely the incor­
poration of the social psychological moderators of public observa­
bility, attribution, and self-perceptions discussed above (cf. Bern 
& Allen, 1974; Funder, 1980; Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980). Subject, 
peer, and parent ratings were obtained by having all groups fill out 
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a rating of subjects on the dimensions of the Jackson Personality 
Inventory. In addition to a quantitative trait estimation, ratings 
were also obtained which indicated the extent to which subjects' be­
havior was a) cross-situationally consistent and b)publicly observ­
able. A further ranking was obtained for the subject's most (and 
least) consistent dimensions. 
The moderator approach used in this study should not be mistaken 
for the statistical moderator approach (Zedeck et al., 1971) that is 
routinely employed in applied psychometrics. Rather than being 
found by computer search, these moderators are selected logically by 
the personality theorist and researcher and they are taken directly 
from the individual's self-perception of how his/her personality is 
likely to be seen by others. To describe this special merger of 
self-perceptions and moderators, the term "person anchoring" has been 
coined (Bernard, Note 2). 
Person anchoring "denotes the process by which persons provide 
information and cues about themselves which identify those character­
istics that others are more readily able to perceive as descriptive 
of them" (Bernard, Note 2, p. 16). The researcher then compares, in 
a correlational sense, the self-selected (person-anchored) traits 
to the peer and parent perceptions of those traits. The resulting 
correlation coefficients then serve as a measure of the degree to 
which person-anchored traits improve the ability of others to predict 
consistency in those traits across various situations. 
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As conceptualized here, the term person-anchoring is descriptive 
of a multi-stage process. Primary person-anchoring denotes the basic 
moderating foundation: all additional moderators (anchors) are super­
imposed. Thus, in this study "most consistent trait" (and less im­
portantly, "least consistent trait") are primary anchors. Secondary 
anchors, then, are the subsequent additional moderators. If observ­
ability as well as "most consistent trait" is also a moderating vari­
able, it assumes a secondary role. The impact of primary anchors is 
examined independently; secondary anchors are studied in tandem with 
primary anchors. 
The value of using this person-anchoring framework is that it 
allows the following specific issues to be addressed: 
1. Cross-situational consistency measures can be obtained by 
having subjects, peers, and parents rate the subject's variability 
on personality dimensions. According to the rationale behind moder­
ating anchors, there should be higher correlations between self-other 
ratings on traits with a high level of self-identified consistency, 
and relatively lower correlations between traits with low consistency 
ratings. If Mary sees herself as consistently lively and outgoing in 
social situations, then other raters are more likely to label her be­
havior as consistent on that dimension. Additionally, if Mary decides 
that she is more consistent at being lively and outgoing than she is 
at manifesting consistency on other traits, her predictability in 
social situations will be even more accurate. 
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2. Unobservable and observable consistencies. The "objective" 
observability of a person's behavior limits the ease with which trait 
consistency can be recognized. For example, I may see myself as feel­
ing consistently tense or anxious across a number of situations. When 
I have to give a speech, meet new people at a party, or give instruc­
tions to others, my head starts pounding and my hands get cold. But 
since my consistent behaviors in these situations aren't readily ob­
servable, an observer might not see me as anxious at all. On the 
other hand, if my face turns white, my voice cracks, and I perspire 
profusely in the same conditions, my behavior could be reliably rated 
by that same observer. Thus, Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) and 
Funder (1980) suggest that if observability is salient, traits on 
which high self-ratings on both consistency and observability are ob­
tained should yield higher self-other correlations. 
3. Degree of trait possessed. When subjects are asked to indi­
cate how much of a trait they possess, they make a nomothetic dis­
tinction, but one which may be expected to vary as a function of both 
self-perception and public observability. For example, I may see my­
self as an innovative thinker, although that trait may not be dis­
cernible by an observer who does not know me well. Or I may see my 
friend as warm and open on many specific occasions, yet she may rate 
herself as possessing only a moderate amount of friendliness because 
she is friendly only in the kinds of specific situations in which I 
happen to observe her. Hence, both public observability and self-
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perception may have a moderating influence on self-other agreements. 
Comparing different agreement levels may also aid in integrating 
person-situation interactions (Argyle & Little, 1972; Bem & Funder, 
1978; Magnusson & Endler, 1977). 
Personality Inventory 
Ratings on trait dimensions provide one way of assessing the 
degree to which persons see themselves as others see them. In the 
present study, the moderating variables of consistency and observa­
bility offer ways of examining two aspects of this question: a) what 
factors influence the way we see ourselves and b) what factors influ­
ence the way others see us. Similarly, the correlational approach out­
lined in the Methods section allows not only for separate self-peer 
and self-parent comparisons, but for peer-parent and self-other (i.e. 
peer and parent ratings averaged) as well. 
The second focus of this study was inspired by the recent suc­
cession of published research challenging the traditional one method/ 
one construct unit to personality assessment (cf. Epstein, 1979, 1980; 
Harris, 1980). Conceptually and procedurally, this framework stems 
from the work of Jackson (1976), Harris (1980), and Funder (1980). 
Jackson (1976) conducted two studies in which he obtained self 
and peer ratings of the 15 trait dimensions of the Jackson Personality 
Inventory (JPI) as well as self-ratings on the Adjective Checklist and 
inventory results of the JPI. Although Jackson's primary purpose ap­
pears to have been to validate the JPI, and as such does not exhaust 
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the potentially rich methodology available for exploring such compari­
sons, his work has direct relevance here. In one study, composite 
peer ratings were obtained by averaging across several judges; in the 
other, peer ratings represented single evaluations. The composite 
correlations between JPI scores and peer ratings are higher than the 
single judge rating, in part reflecting the lower reliability of 
single judges. Jackson's data are also useful here in a direct com­
parative sense, since the trait ratings used in this study are also 
derived from his clinical scales, and in many cases, use the same ad­
jectives. Interestingly, Jackson accounts for disparate results by 
referring to the low "social visibility" of some traits. 
Harris (1980) has attempted to characterize the "true personality 
profile" by obtaining salf, peer, and inventory ratings to form a com­
posite profile. By conducting assessments at two points in time, with 
lengths of subject-peer acquaintanceships in his three subject groups 
varying from five hours to nine months. Karris was able to obtain 
stability-over-time estimates. He also examined the relative congru­
ence among pairs of assessment methods, as well as the contribution 
offered by each method to the composite profile. In addition to 
demonstrating the utility of applying multiple regression equations 
and other multivariate criteria in composite profile analysis, Harris' 
data also suggest that global self-ratings are as effective an assess­
ment technique as are standardized inventories and mean ratings by 
others. 
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Funder (1980) has examined self-peer ratings from yet another per­
spective. Instead of asking, as Jackson (1976) and Harris (1980) have, 
to what extent self and peer trait ratings agree with a standardized 
inventory, Funder is concerned with the "why" as well. Using the 
California Q-sort (Block, 1978), he obtained self-ratings and averaged 
peer ratings. Funder hypothesized that while subjects were likely to 
choose traits descriptive of inner states as more characteristic of 
themselves, peer raters were more likely to label outwardly observ­
able traits as more characteristic of subjects. 
All three of the researchers cited above (i.e. Jackson, 1976; 
Harris, 1980; and Funder, 1980) contend with issues and aspects of 
personality assessment that this study seeks to address. Specifically, 
these issues include the following: 1) whether persons vary in the 
general extent to which their behavior is stable or varying across 
situations, 2) whether people who can be characterized by the same 
traits differ in how variable they are in relation to each trait, 3) 
what degree of agreement exists between face valid trait ratings and 
an inventory purporting to locate persons on those same trait dimen­
sions, 4) whether there are differences in agreement with inventories 
between self and other ratings, 5) whether there are differences in 
agreement that vary systematically by trait (i.e. if there is more 
agreement on some traits than others), and 6) whether such differences, 
if they exist, are influenced by person-anchors as well as observa­
bility. 
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METHODS 
Subjects 
Subjects were 222 (124 female, 98 male) students enrolled in 
undergraduate psychology courses who volunteered to participate in the 
study for extra credits toward their course grade. Each participant 
was asked to bring a same-sex peer to the rating session, where both 
subjects and peers read consent forms (Appendix A) before filling out 
the trait rating questionnaires. On this occasion, subjects also gave 
consent for their parents to fill out the same rating form by endors­
ing a letter from the experimenter (Appendix B) and providing mailing 
addresses for their parents. Letters explaining the purpose of the 
study were enclosed with the questionnaires, and return mailing was 
provided. 
On a subsequent occasion, subjects were invited to respond to the 
Jackson Personality Inventory (JPI). After scoring, profiles and in­
terpretations of the JPI were made available to subjects. Thus for 
each subject, there are four data sets possible: three sets of trait 
ratings (self, parent, and peer), and scores on the JPI. Of the 
original 222 subjects 210 have complete data sets available. Five 
subjects have incomplete JPI data only; three subjects have both in­
complete parent and JPI data only; three subjects have both incom­
plete parent and JPI data (i.e. for those five, only the self-peer 
trait ratings were obtained). 
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Design and Procedure 
Questionnaire 
The present study uses a self-report inventory in which subjects 
were asked to rate themselves on 15 bipolar scales labeled with popu­
lar usage descriptors. Derived from the 15 clinical scales of the 
Jackson Personality Inventory (JPI), the anchoring adjectives define 
alternative extremes of the trait dimension. The following adjective 
scales were used: 1) easy-going/relaxed - tense/driven; 2) inflexible/ 
uninterested - interested/inquisitive; 3) uncomplicated/predictable -
complex/intellectual; 4) individualistic/nonconforming - compliant/ 
conforming; 5) inactive/passive - active/energetic; 6) reserved/un­
friendly - friendly/affectionate; 7) routine/unimaginative - creative/ 
original; 8) disorganized/inefficient - efficient/organized; 9) neg­
ligent/careless - responsible/conscientious; 10) unadventurous/cautious -
happy-go-lucky/venturesome; 11) timid/unassuming - self-assured/con­
fident; 12) frank/undesigning - shrewd/worldly; 13) solitary/withdrawn -
sociable/outgoing; 14) uncompromising/intolerant - open-minded/toler­
ant; 15) liberal/unorthodox - conservative/traditional. (For a list­
ing of the scales and appropriate descriptors, see Appendix C.) 
Subjects were asked to rate themselves on each dimension in four 
ways: 1) the amount of the trait they possess, 2) their most and 
least consistent trait dimension, 3) the degree to which their be­
havior on a particular dimension is publicly observable, and 4) the 
degree of cross-situational variability in behavior for each dimension. 
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The questionnaire was designed so that subjects first rated the 
degree of the trait possessed by using a seven-point rating scale 
which was anchored on each end by the adjective descriptors. On the 
first dimension, subjects who saw themselves as easy-going and re­
laxed circled a low number, while those who saw themselves as tense 
or driven marked a number toward the higher end of the continuum. 
Following the trait rating, subjects were asked to consider all the 
dimensions and mark those on which their behavior was the most and 
the least cross-situationally consistent. Thus, subjects picked the 
dimension on which they felt their behavior was most characteristic 
of them as well as the dimension on which their behavior was most 
variable (and hence most unpredictable). For the public observa­
bility ratings, the adjectives were again listed, and subjects used a 
seven-point scale (l=not at all observable; 7=highly observable) to 
estimate how easily others could see their behavior on the dimensions. 
With the final listing of the adjectives, subjects were to rate how 
much they vary from one situation to another on each dimension, with 
the scale (l=not at all consistent; 7=very consistent) providing a 
trait-by-trait measure of cross situational variability. 
In addition, subjects were asked to estimate how well their peer 
rater knows them (l=not very well; 5=extremely well) and to indicate 
the amount of time they have known their peer (l=less than two weeks; 
5=more than three years). 
Parents and peers were asked to complete an identical question­
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naire except that it was worded appropriately in the third person. 
Parents also indicated whether mother, father, or both parents com­
pleted the ratings (Appendix D). 
Personality Inventory 
Each subject completed the Jackson Personality Inventory 
(Jackson, 1976) a rationally developed assessment instrument designed 
for use with normal populations of average or above average ability. 
The 320 True-False items comprise fifteen clinical scales and one 
validity scale. Each of the scales contains ten true-keyed and ten 
false-keyed statements, so designed as to minimize acquiescence and 
to permit positively worded definitions of each pole of the bipolar 
dimensions. The JPI was developed using rigorous procedures designed 
to enhance internal consistency reliability and to maximize discrimi­
nation among scales. Initial reliability estimates (Jackson, 1977) 
from two data sets range from .75 to .95, with median coefficients 
of .90 and .93. The JPX 3.3 hand scored wzth a sxngle template, and 
both raw and standard scores are recorded and plotted on a sex-normed 
profile sheet. Although the profile grid provides a meaningful basis 
for interpreting high and low scores, standard scores or percentiles 
are available in the manual. For this study, scores were plotted and 
standard profiles were charted for each of the subjects. 
Central Predictions and Analyses 
In the earlier study based, in part, on the self-peer ratings 
described above, the major prediction was that person-anchored vari­
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ables, especially self-rated consistency, would have a substantial 
impact on the predictive validity of the trait ratings (Bernard, Note 
2). This prediction was consistent with the spirit of replication 
generated by the Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) findings. Subsequent 
exploration of their methodology (Rushton, Jackson & Paunonen, 1981; 
Bernard & Borgen, Note 1) has revealed a statistical artifact that pro­
duced inflated correlations. The illustration of the Kenrick and 
Stringfield problems and the development of a more stringent/complex 
methodology suggest that the same robust predictions and dual statis­
tical procedures are not appropriate at this stage of analysis. A 
more conservative prediction is that the utility of person-anchoring 
will be upheld, with coefficients revealing a trend in the data in 
the predicted direction (i.e., as the number of moderating variables 
is increased, higher correlation coefficients should result). 
Funder's (1980) study has suggested another way of examining the 
public observability of traits. Rather than the global ratings of 
observability obtained by Kenrick and Stringfield (1980), Funder 
maintained that observability functions as a moderator to increase 
the predictive validity of peer ratings only when the specific trait 
is outwardly observable. For traits more apparent to the subject than 
an outside observer, he predicted (and found) less self-other agree­
ment. Accordingly, for this study, it is predicted that a trait-by-
trait comparison of observability will reveal systematic variations 
in self-other responses. 
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Other analysis of the trait rating data will include the follow­
ing: 
1) an examination of sex differences to determine if trait-by-
trait ratings vary significantly by sex 
2) an examination of differences in agreement based on the de­
gree of subject-peer friendship 
3) an examination of differences between parent-peer comparisons 
4) an investigation of different combinations of self-parent 
ratings (e.g. self-mother, self-father, sex of subject by sex of par­
ent interactions). 
The major prediction involving the Jackson Personality Inventory 
is that traits rated as characteristic of the subject will also be 
revealed in high scores on the JPI. Specifically, those person-
anchored traits the subject indicates as most characteristic will 
correlate higher with JPI scores than unmoderated traits. The same 
prediction should hold for parent and peer chosen moderators and 
scores on the JPI. 
Following Funder's (1980) prediction, there should be higher 
parent-peer correlations with the more visible JPI dimensions. Con­
versely, subjects might be expected to achieve higher rating-inven­
tory correlations on the "inner" dimensions. 
Drawing from the results of both Harris (1980) and Funder (1980), 
the average of the peer-parent ratings might be expected to correlate 
higher with both the self-report trait ratings and the inventory 
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scores than either would alone. 
Additional analysis of the JPI and trait rating data address 
the following questions: To what degree are trait and inventory rat­
ings in accord? How much do self and other ratings differ with re­
spect to agreement with a standardized inventory? Are there differ­
ences in agreement that vary systematically by trait, and, if so, 
what variables account for this variation? To what extent are the 
differences, if any, influenced by person-anchored variables? 
A final aspect of the analysis will consider the degree to which 
people differ in how variable they are in relation to each trait. The 
hypothesis here is that people ^  vary; e.g., two people who achieve 
high scores on the same dimensions on the JPI might well differ in 
how variable they are in relationship to each dimension. John and 
Mary, for example, may both achieve their highest T-scores on the 
Interpersonal Affect (friendliness) scale. Yet John and his peers 
may recognize that he exhibits the same degree of friendliness on a 
substantial number of occasions (i.e., his behavior is cross-situation-
ally consistent), whereas Mary and her evaluators may be aware that 
her friendly nature interacts with her shyness and makes her friendly 
behavior far more variable across situations. 
Methodological Issues 
The statistical complexity of the correlational procedures used 
in this study and the uncharted territory of satisfactorily testing 
average correlations require special mention here. The use of "ra­
32 
tional" moderators involves not only graduated procedural steps but 
cautious interpretation where sample sizes are small. Similarly, the 
Z-average correlations are influenced by sample size and are not amen­
able to traditional correlational comparisons. The subtleties mushroom 
when compounded by different sources of person anchoring. 
Primary Person Anchoring: Most and Least Consistent Traits 
An earlier attempt (see Bernard, Note 2) to replicate the Kenrick 
and Stringfield results led to the development of a more conservative 
methodology through which systematic application of person anchoring 
variables to trait ratings could be examined. Specifically, when 
Kenrick and Stringfield calculated the correlation coefficient for the 
traits individuals selected as most consistent,they calculated one co­
efficient for all pairs across all traits, combining disparate ratings 
in one correlation. The result was one grand amalgamated correlation, 
spuriously high and subject to artifact wherever there were average 
differences across traits. The appropriate procedures (since partially 
acknowledged by Kenrick and Braver, 1982) are to correlate separate rat­
ings for only that subgroup of individuals identifying a specific 
trait as most consistent. Then, these individual trait correlations 
can be converted to Z scores and pooled to yield an overall average 
correlation for that particular anchoring variable. Thus, such a 
procedure allows one to calculate overall correlations for self-chosen 
most consistent traits, for parent chosen least consistent traits, and 
so on. 
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Inherent in the anchoring process is a complicated array of pro­
cedural alternatives. All of the anchored analyses in this study are 
predicted on the perhaps arbitrary assumption that the ratings of in­
terest are those made by the group involved in the anchoring process. 
Thus, when the intent is to compare self-chosen most consistent traits 
with peer ratings, the statistical procedure is to apply the anchors to 
the self ratings (i.e. the self-ratings are modified by the anchors be­
fore the self-peer rating correlations are determined). It would cer­
tainly be possible, though, to modify parent ratings with self-chosen 
anchors, and then look at parent-peer ratings correlations. In the in­
terests of clarity and expediency, however, these cross-group moderat­
ing procedures were not used in this study. For each ratings group 
being considered, the anchors used are selected by that particular 
group, such that parent-chosen most consistent traits moderate only 
parent ratings. 
Secondary Anchoring: Median Splits on Observable and Variable Traits 
In order to examine the effects of observability and trait by trait 
variability, ratings first selected through primary anchoring (most or 
least consistent traits) are then subject to further refinement. A con­
sistency-anchored trait is modified by observability if the subject's 
score on observability is at or above the median on observability rat­
ings for that trait. A consistency-anchored trait is not included in 
the correlation if the subject's observability rating is below the 
median. Similar criteria determine variability use. Hence, for a 
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trait chosen most consistent to be included in a correlation with all 
modifiers, the individual would have to have rated himself at or above 
the median on observability and variability (that is, highly observable 
and highly consistent). 
The inclusion of the median on the "high" rather than "low" side 
of the ratings is arbitrary but deliberate. The anchors of interest 
here are the presence of the modifier, not its absence. Since median 
scores are high relative to the rating scale, the inclusion of the 
median score allows for maximum use of the available data. 
Z-average Correlations 
Conversion of correlations to Z-scores allows for transformation 
of the data to a true interval scale. By using a weighted procedure 
(McNemar, 1962; Guilford, 1954), correlations determined from unequal 
sample sizes are given appropriate weights. Thus, Z-score transforma­
tions provide a basis for comparing not only unmoderated overall trait 
rating correlations, but also consistency-anchored correlations, even 
when these correlations have different anchoring sources (e.g. parent-
chosen versus peer-chosen) and are composed of different sample sizes 
for each trait rating. There are some built in problems with Z-averag-
ing, however. First, the statistic is not appropriate for sample sizes 
of less than four. Thus, when numerous correlations for small samples 
must be computed (in this study, for example, for least consistent but 
highly observable traits) the average statistic might be questionable. 
In no case is the average statistic computed if the number of missing 
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data cells exceeds one-third of the data cells (for 15 ratings correla­
tions, 10 must be convertible to Z scores). 
A thornier problem with Z averaging occurs when one wishes to test 
whether two Z-average correlations are significantly different from 
each other. Currently available statistical texts provide a formula 
for estimating the difference between two correlations based on the 
same sample of cases. However, although one can determine whether an 
average correlation is different from zero, there does not seem to be 
a satisfactory way using the above-mentioned formula to determine the 
difference between two averaged correlations. 
The problem is multiplied four-fold if one wishes to examine aver­
age correlations based on different sources of consistency (e.g. self-
chosen versus peer-chosen). The first compounding is the sample size: 
which N is appropriate? Although one could arbitrarily set a sample 
size (total N, smallest N, or even average N) a less surmountable prob­
lem remains: anchoring produces a compounding of terms, so rather 
than three (e.g. self, parent, peer) as in the conventional correlation, 
a fourth (the anchoring source) is introduced. Thus,,at the present 
time there does not seem to be a convenient way of transforming the con­
ventional formula to handle the complexities of anchoring. 
Multivariate Procedures 
Although the methodology of the present research is overwhelmingly 
correlational, such treatment is not necessarily the only (or even the 
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most elucidating way) to examine the data. Extensive multivariate 
procedures are certainly appropriate here, but in the interests of 
clarity of presentation they will play a minimal role. However, the 
brief review of the canonical correlation results and the factor struc­
tures may help to clarify, support, and summarize the correlational 
conclusions. 
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RESULTS 
Because the research questions for this study naturally divide the 
data analyses into two segments - ratings comparisons and ratings-
inventory comparisons - these sections will follow that same format in 
reporting results. For each section, first overall and then anchoring 
effects will be examined, and then the impact of additional moderators 
(sex, parent rater, confidence level) will be considered. A final sec­
tion will include a discussion of the multivariate analyses findings. 
For the most part, representative results are reported in tables in­
cluded in the text, while informational material (average ratings, 
rankings, etc.) are included in the Appendices. 
Trait Ratings 
Unmoderated Correlations 
Before any modifications were made, overall correlations were 
obtained for each trait. Table 1 shows the trait-by-trait correlations 
between all possible pairs of trait ratings. The average correlation 
of each pair rating is reported in Table 2. Except for peer-parent 
overall correlations, significant at the .01 level, all other average 
correlations are significant beyond the .001 level. The highest cor­
relation is .26, between self and other ratings (parent and peer com­
bined) . This increased prediction is consistent with the greater pre­
dictability obtained by Epstein (1979) and Harris (1980) in their work 
with combined ratings. The lowest average correlation is that between 
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Table 1. Nomothetic trait rating correlations using all subjects 
Trait 
Self-
Peer 
Self-
Parent 
Self-Other 
(parent & 
peer) 
Peer-
Parent 
1. easygoing/tense .36** .27** .42** .19* 
2. inflexible/interested .18* .04 .13 .09 
3. uncomplicated/complex .15* .10 .15 .13 
4. individualistic/con­
forming .19* .01 .11 .10 
5. inactive/active .23** .27** .31** .12 
6. reserved/friendly .20* .15* .20** -.05 
7. routine/creative .14 .16* .19* .15 
8. Disorganized/efficient .40** .34** .51** .21** 
9. negligent/responsible .25** .18* .29** .17* 
10. cautious/venturesome .22** .21** .26** .24** 
11. timid/self-assured .11 .19* .17* .15* 
12. frank/shrewd .12 .08 .08 .07 
13. solitary/sociable .27** .26** .37** .02 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .17* .18* .27** .01 
15. liberal/conservative .27** .18* .34** .05 
N=222 N=208 N=180 N=208 
** p < .001. 
* p < .01. 
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Table 2. Overall unmoderated trait correlations 
T 
Self Other 
(parent & peer) 
Peer Parent 
.26  Self . 2 2  .18 
Peer . 2 2  .11 
.18 .11 Parent 
.26 Other 
(parent & peer) 
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parent and peer ratings (.11); however, this correlation is not signifi­
cantly different from the other trait ratings. The general range of 
correlations (.11 to .32) is within the same range as the unmoderated 
correlations obtained by Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) and other re­
searchers. 
Trait-by-trait examination shows large differences both within and 
among rating groups, The greatest range among ratings occurred in the 
self-other ratings, where correlations range from .51 for the disor­
ganized/efficient dimension (also the highest correlation for self-
peer and self-parent ratings) to .11 for the individualistic/conforming 
dimensions. Peer-parent ratings spanned the smallest range, from -.05 
for the reserved/friendly dimension to .24 for the cautious/venture­
some rating. The .11 correlation for self-peer ratings on the timid/ 
self-assured dimension was the lowest for those raters, while individu­
alistic/conforming dimension showed nearly zero correlation (.01) for 
self-parent raters. 
Within-trait variations across raters also showed some striking 
discrepancies. Among the more obvious differences were ratings on the 
reserved/friendly dimension (-.05 to .20), the uncompromising/tolerant 
dimension (.01 to .27), and the liberal/conservative dimension (.05 to 
.34). In every case cited, the low correlations were obtained by the 
parent-peer ratings, the high correlations by the combined self-other 
ratings. Also, several dimensions (individualistic/conforming, routine/ 
creative, cautious/venturesome, frank/shrewd) yielded quite consistent 
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ratings across rater groups. 
Table 3 shows the averaged trait rating correlations across three 
groups of raters (self-peer, self-parent, parent-peer). Only dimen­
sions twelve (frank/shrewd) and six (reserved/friendly) did not ob­
tain significance; all others were significant at or beyond the .01 
level. 
Most Consistent Traits 
Traits anchored by self, peer, or parent chosen consistency did 
not uniformly yield consistently greater correlations. Table 4 illus­
trates the relevant comparisons. When subjects chose their own most 
consistent traits, results were significant when correlated with peer 
and parent ratings (.26 and .14), but in the same range as the unmod-
erated correlations (.22 and .18 for peer and parent, respectively). 
Peer-chosen anchors seem to have enhanced predictability when compared 
with self-ratings (.34 compared to .22 for unanchored ratings) but re­
mained about the same (.12 versus .11) for peer-parent ratings. Parenc-
chosen most consistent traits actually seemed to fare somewhat worse: 
the correlations with self and peer ratings were .07 and .06, compared 
with .18 and .11 for unanchored correlations. Hence in an overall 
sense, the prediction that consistency anchors would result in in­
creased prediction did not hold. However, Table 5 illustrates that the 
anchors seem to function well for some traits considered individually. 
For trait 1 (easygoing/tense), anchoring doesn't affect self-chosen con­
sistency (.36 compared with an unanchored correlation of .36), but both 
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Table 3. Averaged nomothetic trait-rating correlations by trait 
Trait Average Ratings 
1. easy going/tense .28 
2. inflexible/interested .11*** 
3. uncomplicated/complex .13*** 
4. individualistic/conforming .11*** 
5. inactive/active .20 
6. reserved/friendly .10** 
7. routine/creat ive .15 
8. disorganized/efficient .32 
9. negligent/responsible .21 
10. caut ious/venturesome .22 
11. timid/self-assured .15 
12. frank/shrewd .09* 
13. solitary/sociable .19 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .12*** 
15. liberal/conservative .17 
Note: All correlations not starred were significant beyond the .001 
level. 
* p < .05. 
** p < .02. 
*** p < .01. 
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Table 4. Average correlations of most consistent trait ratings anchored 
by different sources of consistency 
Self Peer Parent 
Self-Chosen .26 .14 
Peer-Chosen .34 .12 
Parent-Chosen .07 .06 
Table 5. Trait;-by-tralt correlations of self, pppr, and parent rliosen most and least - mr; I 
traits 
Self-Chosen Peer-Chosen Parent-Chosen 
Trait Most/Least (with Most/Least (with Most/Least (with Most/Feast (with 
Consistent Peer) Consistent Parent) Consistent Self) Consistent Self) 
1. easy going/tense .36/.43 (15.26) .33/.30 (15,26) .75/.11 (16,24) . 75/. 57 (10,12) 
2. inflexible/inter­
ested .39/- (7,4) -.22/- (5,4) .36/-.37 (12,7) -  / - 1 .no (3,2) 
3. uncomplicated/ 
complex .00/.63 (6,14) .50/.27 (5,14) .13/.10 (4,26) .63/ .21 (6,10) 
4. indlvidualifi tic/ 
conforming .48/-.25 (7,5) 
C
M
 1 
00 00 
(7,5) .33/.55 (8,12) -.15/ .20 (9.5) 
5. inactive/active -.16/.59 (17,15) .11/.58 (16,15) .23/.33 (14,12) -.28/ -.o"' ( 1 5 . 4 )  
6. reserved/friendly .16/.02 (46,10) .35/.34 (43,9) .20/-.36 ( 5 5 , 1 0 )  -.10/1.00 ( 3 6 , 3 )  
7. routine/creative .11/.57 (19,10) .18/.23 (18,7) .21/.71 (7,4) .  3 0 / - (14,2) 
8. disorganized/ 
efficient -.09/.27 (15,18) .30/.40 (14,17) .81/-.30 (16,6) .25/ .41 (17,15) 
9. negligent/respon­
sible .17/.21 (22,11) -.11/-.01 (22,9) .41/-.23 (21,10) . 0 0 / 1  1 .00 (43,2) 
10. cautious/venture- 32 (9,10) 
some 
11. timid/self-assured -.56/.28 (7,24) 
12. frank/shrewd -.44/-.08 (4,14) 
13. solitary/sociable .20/.28 (23,19) 
14. uncompromising/ .gl/.ld (10,11) 
tolerant 
15. liberal/conserva- 27/.12 (11.27) 
tlve 
Note; Ns are reported in parenthesrs. 
.33/.33 (16.16) 
-.48/.18 (14,14) 
1 .00 / - .21  (2 ,20)  
.26/.06 (19,12) 
.37/.33 (5,12) 
-.20/.25 (6.21) 
- /-.)! (1,7) 
-.01/.11 (9,8) 
-.71/-.30 (4,7) 
.09/.87 (17,3) 
.28/-.37 (3,10) 
-.87/.98 f 1,3) 
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peer and parent choice produce a correlation of .75 with self-ratings. 
The unanchored self-parent correlation for the uncomplicated/complex 
dimension is .10; with self-anchoring the correlation is .50, and parent 
anchors produce a coefficient of .63. Not all results are uniformly 
consistent or easily explainable. The reserved/friendly dimension offers 
a good illustration. The unmoderated self-parent correlation for this 
trait is .15; with self-chosen consistency, the correlation with parent 
ratings is .35. However, with parent-chosen anchors, the correlation 
is -.10. Similarly, the highest correlation for peer-chosen anchors is 
.81 for the disorganized/efficient dimension (.40 unmoderated); but 
self anchoring produces a coefficient of -.09 for self and peer rat­
ings) yet self-anchoring on the same dimension correlates .30 with 
parent ratings, about the same as the .27 obtained on the unmoderated 
self-parent correlation for that trait. Thus, while anchoring seems to 
work very well for some traits and in some rating combinations, for 
others it seems to have little effect, and in still other cases, a 
negative effect. 
Unobservable and Observable Consistencies 
According to the rationale behind person anchoring, correlations 
for traits chosen as most consistent and also more observable should be 
somewhat higher than those correlations based on consistency alone. An 
examination of Table 6 shows, however, that the addition of moderating 
variables beyond the most consistent trait selection does not result in 
overall increased predictability for all traits combined. For self and 
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Table 6. Average correlations among anchored trait ratings using dif­
ferent anchoring sources and all anchors 
Most Consistent 
Trait 
Most Consistent & 
Observability 
Most Consistent & 
Observability & 
Variability 
Anchor Self Peer Parent Self Peer Parent Self Peer Parent 
Self-
Chosen .26 .14 .26 .17 .29 .18 
Peer-
Chosen .34 .12 .23 .17 .22 .23 
Parent-
Chosen .07 .06 .06 .06 .06 .10 
Note: All but parent-chosen anchors are significant at the .01 level. 
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parent-chosen consistency, the correlations remain almost exactly the 
same despite the anchors. And for peer-chosen most consistent traits, 
the .34 correlation with self-ratings appears to decrease somewhat (to 
.23) when the moderator of observability is added. The addition of 
individual trait variability as a moderator appears to only minimally 
enhance correlations based on consistency alone (from .26 to .29 for 
self-chosen self-peer ratings, for example, and .12 to .23 for peer-
chosen peer-parent ratings). Except for the parent-chosen correlations, 
all are significantly different from zero. 
As usual, examination of the trait-by-trait correlations shows 
some striking differences. According to prediction, traits with rela­
tively higher mean observability ratings (Appendix A) can be expected 
to yield higher correlations, especially when anchored by outside 
(parent and peer) observers. Likewise, low observability ratings should 
according to Funder (1980) yield higher correlations when self-anchored, 
since these "inner" traits would supposedly be better known to one­
self. In fact, such a rationale seems to work, in part, for the rela­
tively low observable traits, and to work only occasionally for the 
relatively highly observable traits. Both the inactive/active and re­
served/friendly dimensions received the highest nomothetic observability 
ratings, but when combined with the most consistent anchor (see Table 
7), only the peer-chosen correlation (.20) with self rating and the 
parent-chosen correlation (.26) with peer rating is significant for the 
inactive/active dimension, and only the self-anchored correlations are 
Table 7. Trait-by-trait correlations of self, peer, and parent chosen most consistent traits 
modified by observability 
Self-Chosen Peer-Chosen 
Trait with peer/with parent with self/with parent 
Parent-Chosen 
with self/with peer 
1. easy going/tense 
2. inflexible/inter­
ested 
3. uncomplicated/ 
complex 
4. individualistic/ 
conforming 
5. inactive/active 
6. reserved/friendly 
7. routine/creative 
8. disorganized/ 
efficient 
9. negligent/respon­
sible 
10. cautious/venture­
some 
.33/.41 (10,10) 
.56/.58 (6,4) 
- /.81 (4,4) 
.48/.88 (7,7) 
.08/-,33 (14,13) 
.19/.28 (37,34) 
.08/.15 (13,12) 
.63/-.64 (14,13) 
.12/-.30 (19,19) 
.31/.00 (9,6) 
11. timid/self-assured 
12. frank/shrewd 
13. solitary/sociable 
.59/.49 (7,6) 
15. liberal/conservative .04/.58 (9,9) 
- / - (3,3) 
-.33/-.33 (3,3) 
.18/.08 (18,7) 
14. uncompromising/ 
tolerant 
.78/.59 (12,12) 
.36/-.52 (12,11) 
- /I.00 (2,2) 
.03/.68 (7,6) 
.20/-.20 (31,12) 
-.08/-.1 (42,38) 
.42/.85 (6,6) 
.84/.63 (15,15) 
.10/.77 (15,14) 
.26/-.06 (3,13) 
-.47/.02 (10,9) 
-1.00/ - (2,1) 
.11/.12 (14,14) 
- / - (4,2) 
.18/-.48 (4,4) 
.76/.50 (6,6) 
- / -  ( 2 , 2 )  
.31/-.33 (5,5) 
.02/-.59 (7.7) 
.28/.26 (15,15) 
.10/-.05 (30,30) 
.06/-.01 (13,13) 
.39/.30 (16,16) 
.04/-.02 (36,36) 
- / - (1,1) 
.09/-.06 (-,8) 
.71/.88 (4,4) 
.33/.22 (15,15) 
- / - (-.2) 
-.87/-.50 (3,3) 
f-
00 
Note: Ns are reported in parentheses. 
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significant for the reserved/friendly dimension. Yet the easy going/ 
tense dimension, ranked only moderately visible, yielded higher than 
unmoderated correlations for all anchoring groups, especially for the 
peer and parent chosen ones. The disorganized/efficient dimension, also 
ranked moderately in a nomothetic sense, nevertheless yielded higher 
anchored correlations across almost all groups (the deception being 
self-chosen anchor correlated with parent rating). The individualistic/ 
conforming dimension provides an example of how a relatively unobservable 
trait (fourth lowest) fares. Self-chosen anchors for that trait yielded 
correlations of .48 and .88 for self-peer and self-parent ratings, and 
while the peer-chosen anchor with parent rating also produced a high 
correlation, the others were minimal or negative. All in all, however, 
using nomothetic descriptions of observability does not appreciably add 
to our understanding of observability, nor does it increase our ability 
to predict which anchored traits selected as highly observable will 
correlate highly with other ratings. 
Variable and Consistent Consistencies 
Reexamination of the average anchored correlations moderated with 
consistency and variability (Table 6) shows that moderating on trait-by-
trait variability adds little to overall average predictability. When 
individual trait ratings are considered, the moderator of specific 
trait variability works to enhance some predictions and to minimize 
the predictability of the observability moderator in others. The in­
dividualistic/conforming dimension provides a representative illustra-
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tion (Appendix E, Tables 26-28). Rated nomothetically as moderately 
consistent (Table 25), the dimension correlates negatively (-.16) with 
peer ratings when anchored by self-chosen consistency and observability, 
but is enhanced (to .48) when the variability rating is above the median 
(highly consistent) as well. An even greater increase in prediction is 
obtained for the same trait dimension when peer-chosen anchors are high 
in both observability and consistency (.77) compared to the zero vari­
ance (and no correlation) when moderated on observability only. (Similar 
increases do not accrue with parent-chosen anchors. The parent mean 
observability and variability ratings for each trait [see Table 26 and 
Table 28] are high enough that there is little or no additional variance 
with increased moderators.) However, high nomothetic ratings on con­
sistency do not guarantee straightforward results. The reserved/ 
friendly dimension has the highest consistency rating. Yet the corre­
lations for the three groups - .20, -.01, and -.08 for self-peer, peer-
self, and parent-self anchored groups, respectively - are nearly iden­
tical to the ratings obtained on observability alone, and in the latter 
two cases, lower than the unanchored and unmoderated correlations. 
Like moderating on observability, then, using trait-by-trait vari­
ability ratings does not consistently improve average predictive ability 
over person-anchoring alone. In fact, the use of observability and 
variability moderators may serve to decrease (or have no effect on) the 
overall unmoderated correlations. Considered trait-by-trait, the mod­
erators are quite variable, sometimes serving to enhance the correla­
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tions, but at other times providing only negative weight. 
The following conclusions can be drawn from the analysis of person-
anchoring in combination with observability and variability modifiers: 
1. Person anchoring (choosing the most consistent trait) enhanced 
self-peer and peer-self correlations for both self-chosen and peer chosen 
most consistent traits. It had a minimal effect on both self and peer 
chosen correlations with parent ratings, and resulted in no increase for 
parent-anchored correlations. 
2. Person anchoring modified by high observability ratings did 
not increase predictability over that gained from consistency anchors 
alone. For peer-chosen most consistent traits, adding observability 
may even have reduced the efficiency of the anchors alone. 
3. Person anchoring modified by both observability and trait-by-
trait variability may have minimally increased the average correlations 
in the predicted direction. 
4. Examined on a trait-by-trait basis, some combinations of anchors 
and modifiers worked very well, while others were not as effective as 
unmoderated correlations alone. The "successful" use of the moderators 
did not seem to be systematically related to nomothetic ratings of ob­
servability and consistency. This finding is supported by Spearman-
rank order correlations between the unmoderated correlations and mean 
ratings of observability and consistency (.04 and .01, respectively) 
which also indicates no overall correlation. 
5. In general, these findings are not as striking as those gen­
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erated in the original Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) study, nor are 
they as conclusive as the revised ratings in Kenrick and Braver (1982). 
Other Moderators of Interest 
Sex differences. Table 8 illustrates the averaged unmoderated 
correlations by sex for self-peer, peer-parent, and self-parent ratings. 
Ranging from .10 (for peer-parent ratings for females) to .22 (self-
peer ratings for females), the correlations are all significant at the 
.001 level and are quite similar to the overall correlations for both 
sexes combined (Table 2). There are no significant differences (p > .05) 
among groups for these averaged correlations. An examination of the 
trait-by-trait correlations for each sex does however, show some in­
dividual differences. Table 9 lists the correlation for each sex for 
self-peer and self-parent ratings. Two points are immediately obvious: 
(1) there are double the number of significant correlations for females 
than for males in both the self-peer and self-parent ratings (9 and 10 
for females versus 4 and 5 for males) and (2) with few exceptions, cor­
relations for males and females across traits are more similar than 
dissimilar. That is, while the overall range of correlations is great 
(from a low of -.13 for the individualistic/conforming dimension for 
self-parent ratings for males to a high of .45 on the disorganized/ 
efficient dimension for self-peer ratings for males) the within-trait 
range of correlations is in every case smaller. For example, reading 
across Table 9 for the individualistic/conforming dimension we find 
correlations of .24, .13, -.13, and .11 for male and female self-peer 
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Table 8. Average unmoderated trait rating correlations by sex 
Self Peer Parent 
Males Self .17 .14 
(96) Peer 
.12 
Parent 
JPI 
Females-Self .22 .20 
(118) Peer 
.10 
Parent 
JPI 
Note: For all values, p < .001. 
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Table 9. Overall self-peer and self-parent ratings correlations for 
each trait by sex 
Self-Peer Self-Parent 
Trait Males Females Males Females 
1. easy going/tense .29(95)* .37(118)** .35(88)** .25(116)* 
2. inflexible/interested .10(96) .13(118) .02(88) .08(116) 
3. uncomplicated/complex .12(96) .16(118) .16(89) .07(116) 
4. individualistic/con­
forming .24(94)* .13(118) -.13(89) .11(115) 
5. inactive/active .10(95) .21(118)* .20(89)* .32(116)** 
6. reserved/friendly .07(95) .28(118)** .13(90) .11(116) 
7. routine/creative .03(93) .23(118)* .09(89) .19(116)* 
8. disorganized/efficient .45(95)** .38(118)** .26(90)* .41(116)** 
9. negligent/responsible .30(95)* .21(118)* .03(89) .27(116)* 
10. caut ious/venturesome .14(96) .28(118)** .21(88)* .22(116)* 
11. timid/self-assured .12(95) .10(118) .13(89) .28(116)** 
12. frank/shrewd -.02(95) .16(118) .12(88) .06(116) 
13. solitary/sociable .18(95) .28(118)** .30(90)* .19(116)* 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .19(96) .15(118) .11(89) .25(116)* 
15. liberal/conservative .18(95) .34(118)** .12(90) .22(116)* 
Note: Ns are reported in parentheses. 
*p < .02. 
**p < .001. 
55 
and self-parent correlated ratings, respectively. These values rep­
resent the largest within-trait range. On the other hand, the cor­
responding values for the solitary/sociable dimension are .18, .28, .30, 
and .19 and are illustrative of one of the smallest ranges (along with 
the easy going/tense and the inflexible/interested dimensions). 
Differences between ratings for males and females that do occur 
seem to reflect differences between parent and peer ratings rather than 
global differences between the sexes per se. Line 9 (Table 9), the 
negligent/responsible dimension, shows a correlation for males of .30 
for the self-peer ratings, but a negligible correlation (.03) for 
self-parent ratings on the same trait. Clearly,males and their friends 
share more agreement about that dimension than do males and their 
parents. The same inconsistency does not occur, for that trait, in 
ratings for females. A similar discrepancy for females is apparent, 
though, in the correlations for ratings on the timid/self-assured dimen­
sion, where self-peer ratings of .10 contrast with the significant self-
parent correlation of .28. Here, parents and daughters are rating more 
similarly than are daughters and their friends. 
An examination of self-chosen most consistent traits by sex corre­
lated with other ratings does reveal varied trends. Unfortunately, an­
choring on most consistent traits creates relatively small subgroups and 
the number of subjects available for inclusion in a correlation becomes 
still smaller when further divided by sex. Despite the small Ns, some 
traits show surprising agreement among raters. Among the more notable 
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correlations for males and peers (i.e. self-chosen most consistent 
trait ratings correlated with peer ratings) are the following: perfect 
correlation (1.00, N=5) for the easy going/tense dimension and .97 
(N = 6) for the disorganized/efficient dimension. The comparable self-
parent ratings for males shows similar high correlations: .88 (N = 5) 
on the individualistic/conforming dimension and .80 (N = 5) on the un­
compromising/tolerant dimension. Equally high correlations for females 
are on different dimensions and are fewer in number. The only signifi­
cant self-peer correlation is .90 (N = 10) on the solitary/sociable 
dimension. However, the self-parent correlation for females on Trait 
6, the reserved/friendly dimension, is in one sense most striking. 
Although the correlation at .41 is not as visually impressive as others 
noted, it is significant and does represent the largest subgroup (N = 
34) in this set of correlations. Throughout, this has been one of the 
most variable dimensions: it is rated highly observable, has the high­
est mean trait and consistency ratings, is labeled "most consistent 
trait" most frequently by parents, peers, and self-raters, and yet cor­
relations for this trait are generally mediocre or negligible. Thus, 
the magnitude revealed here represents a consistency of raters that 
other moderators have not achieved. 
Recent researchers in this area (Bern & Allen, 1974; Harris, 1980; 
Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980) have not addressed the issue of sex dif­
ferences in trait ratings. In a global, average sense, their assump­
tion of no differences between the sexes is accurate. Where there is 
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interest in the interaction between the sexes, sets of raters, and 
individual trait ratings, investigation of sex differences may be most 
appropriate. 
Parent raters. It was speculated that there might be differences 
in agreement among trait ratings based on the parent-child relationship. 
On their form of the rating questionnaire,parents were asked to indi­
cate whether mothers, fathers, or both parents jointly were providing 
the ratings. In order to examine possible differences between groups, 
separate correlations were obtained between each of the three sets of 
parent raters and both self and peer ratings. The averaged overall 
correlations for these ratings (shown in Table 10) are all highly sig­
nificant (p < .001) between each parent group and the self-ratings, and 
moderate to highly significant for the parent groups and peer ratings. 
While the average parent and self-ratings do not differ signifi­
cantly across parent groups, there are some striking group differences 
on a trait—by—trait basiS (see Table 11)• When mothers rate their 
children on the routine/creative dimension, their scores correlate a 
highly significant .31 (p < .001) with the self-ratings, but ratings 
on the same trait by the fathers and both parents rating jointly are 
only .06 and .07, respectively. Similar discrepancies can be noted on 
the easy going/tense dimensions, where both parents rating jointly seem 
to share their offsprings' perceptions of themselves on that trait, while 
mothers alone and fathers alone do not. 
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Table 10. Averaged rating correlations by parent 
Parent Ratings 
Self Peer 
Mother (86) .16*** .09** 
Father (34) .23*** .10* 
Both (86) .18*** .14*** 
*p < .05. 
**p < .01. 
***p < .001. 
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Table 11. Trait by trait correlations of self-parent and parent-peer 
ratings by parent 
Mothers' Ratings Father's Ratings Both Parent's 
(N - 86) (N = 34) Ratings^ 
with with (N = 86) 
Trait self/peer self/peer self/peer 
1. easy going/tense .08/.12 .20/.09 .46**/.30** 
2. inflexible/interested .08/102 .03/.26 .06/.10 
3. uncomplicated/complex .06/.10 .06/.27 .17/.12 
4. individualistic/ 
comforming -.01/.09 .18/.24 .05/.04 
5. inactive/active .29*/.08 .52**/.19 .15/.16 
6. reserved/friendly .05/-.11 .25/-.01 .22/-.04 
7. rout ine/creat ive .31**/.17 .06/.06 .07/.16 
8. disorganized/ 
efficient .46**/.26 .22/.18 .26*/.18 
9. negligent/respons­
ible .16/.17 .37/.09 .12/.25* 
10. cautious/venturesome .07/.11 .19/.09 .23**/.39** 
11. timid/self-assured .15/.12 .45*/.03 .12/.21 
12. frank/shrewd .05/.10 .07/.16 .16/.01 
13. solitary/sociable .20/-.00 .48**/-.24 .25*/.11 
14. uncompromising/ 
tolerant .22/.04 .19/-.09 .16/.11 
15. liberal/conservâtive .29*/.09 .00/.25 .15/-.02 
Total .16/.09 .23/.10 .18/.14 
D^oes not include separately correlated mother and father raters in 
columns 1 and 2. 
*p <.01. 
**p < .002. 
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A similar breakdown can be seen when the correlations between the 
parent group and the peer ratings are examined. The ratings for Trait 
10, for example (the cautious/venturesome dimension) correlate much more 
highly (.39 compared to .11 and .09) when the joint parent rating is com­
pared to peer ratings than when mothers or fathers singly are compared 
with the peers. Interestingly, on that dimension the "both" ratings 
correlate more highly with the self-ratings as well. Just as striking 
as the broad discrepancies are the ratings on several traits (dimen­
sions two through four in Table 1) that appear to be uniform across 
groups. 
While some of the unusually high ratings suggest intriguing impli­
cations for the Discussion to follow (e.g. the .52 and .48 father-self 
correlations for the inactive/active and solitary/sociable dimension, 
respectively), no systematic pattern of differences seems readily dis­
cernible. Clearly, however, the relatively high correlations achieved 
by some parent-self and parent-peer groupings are generally masked in 
the overall self-parent correlations, which tend in general to be some­
what lower than the overall self-peer correlations. 
Rater confidence. Routinely, raters are asked to indicate the 
degree of confidence they have in their own ratings. In an attempt to 
ascertain whether these "votes of confidence" have any validity, com­
parisons were made between the unanchored trait ratings in general and 
those in which raters described themselves as "very confident" or "ex­
tremely confident." In order to be included in these correlations, both 
61 
sets of raters (e.g. parents and peers in the parent-peer correla­
tions) had to indicate a high confidence level. Table 12 shows the 
trait-by-trait results of these correlations in juxtaposition with the 
overall unmoderated correlations for these groups (i.e. the correla­
tions reported in Table 1). Consistent with previous results, the 
parent-peer correlations here are, in general, somewhat lower and not 
as significant as are the correlations for self-peer and self-parent 
ratings. The latter two sets of ratings, while illustrating some of 
the same trait variations seen previously, are not unusually different 
from the unmoderated ratings. As is typical,.the visible disorganized/ 
efficient dimension, always strong, shows a trend toward better predic-
tiveness with the confidence level moderator. The apparently elusive 
frank/shrewd dimension, generally showing, at most, minimal correla­
tions among ratings, follows that same trend here. With the possible 
exception of the .34 moderated self-peer correlation for the individu­
alistic/conforming dimension and the moderated .27 self-parent corre­
lation on the uncomplicated/complex dimension, there are few obvious 
differences between the moderated and unmoderated correlations. Thus, 
confidence in our own abilities to predict may not, in fact, make us 
better predictors (cf., Watley, 1969). 
Self-peer friendship. A final moderating procedure involved se­
lecting for inclusion in a correlation only those self-peer pairs who 
indicated on the rating form that the peers knew the subjects either 
"very well" or "extremely well". While the overall averaged correla-
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Table 12. Unanchored trait ratings modified by confidence level of 
rater 
Self-Peer Self-Parent Parent-Peer 
Overall/Moderated Overall/Moderated Overall/Moderated 
Trait N=222 N=91 N=208 N=99 N=208 N=93 
1. easy going/ 
tense 
2. inflexible/ 
interested 
3. uncomplicated/ 
complex 
4. individualistic/ 
conforming 
5. inactive/active 
6. reserved/ 
friendly 
7. routine/ 
creative 
8. disorganized/ 
efficient 
9. negligent/ 
responsible 
10. cautious/ 
venturesome 
11. timid/self-
assured 
12. frank/shrewd 
13. solitary/ 
sociable 
14. uncompromising/ 
tolerant 
15. liberal/ 
conservative 
36**/.35** 
.18*/.15 
.15*/.09 
.19*/.34** 
.23**/.21 
.20*/.23* 
.14/.18 
.40**/.46** 
.25**/,35** 
.22**/ .21 
.11/.27** 
. 12 / .12  
.27**/.25** 
.17/.26** 
.27**/.27** 
.27**/.12 
.04/.01 
.10/.27** 
.01/- .06 
.27**/.38** 
.15/.13 
.16*/.13 
.34**/.40** 
.18*/.27** 
.21**/.28** 
.19*/.12 
.08 / .06  
.26**/.42** 
.18*/.16 
.18*/.04 
.19*/.20 
.09/.05 
.13/.09 
.10/.05 
.12/.04 
-.05/-.00 
.15/.15 
.21**/.30** 
.17*/.14 
.24**/.21 
.15/.09 
.07/.02 
.02/.01 
.01/-.07 
.05/-.00 
*p < .01. 
**p < .001. 
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tion does not seem to be influenced by this strength/degree of friend­
ship moderator, individual trait ratings are susceptible to its influ­
ences. Table 33 (Appendix E) illustrates the comparative strength of 
overall trait-by-trait correlations when modified by degree of friend­
ship and high confidence levels for peer raters. For some traits, e.g. 
the individualistic/conforming dimension, the range of correlations is 
broad: -.03 for those who indicate moderate to minimal knowledge of 
the subject to .37 (p < .001) for those who claim to know the subject 
well and who rate with confidence. For dimensions which consistently 
correlate minimally across all rating groups (the inflexible/inter­
ested, frank/shrewd, and uncomplicated/complex dimensions)»not knowing 
the subject well doesn't seem to be a disadvantage; and for traits 
nomothetically rated highly observable (reserved/friendly and disor­
ganized/efficient dimensions), lack of knowledge doesn't mean lower 
correlations. In fact, this group of peers does better than the others 
in rating on the reserved/friendly dimension. 
The overall conclusions one can draw about the influence of an­
choring and moderating variables on trait ratings are limited. In 
general, person anchoring (having all groups of raters choose the sub­
jects' most consistent traits), does offer moderate increased predicta­
bility over unanchored correlations. And for some groups of correla­
tions (peer-chosen most consistent anchored ratings, for example) add­
ing the moderators of observability and consistency do produce higher 
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average correlations. For the parent raters as a whole, however, 
neither the primary anchoring on most consistent traits nor the second­
ary anchoring on the other dimensions offered any greater prediction 
over the unmoderated correlations. 
Large differences and variations were found when anchoring results 
were examined on a trait-by-trait basis. Some traits (dimensions) seem 
relatively "immune" to anchoring, and others seem to correlate much 
more highly with others' ratings with the anchoring. Many of the dif­
ferences appear random and are likely influenced by small subsample 
sizes; however, several dimensions respond consistently to different 
moderators (or with a remarkable lack of consistency to any moderator). 
It is the presence of these latter two groups that hold promise for 
anchoring, and the relationships between these dimensions and observ­
ability that will provide one focus in the Discussion section to fol­
low. 
Trait Ratings-Jrl Scales 
Overall Correlations 
Overall correlations were obtained by correlating self, peer, 
parent, and other (peer plus parent) trait ratings with subject (self) 
raw scores on the Jackson Personality Inventory (JPI) Scales. The 
average unmoderated correlations are shown for all combinations of rat­
ings in Table 13. All differ significantly from zero (p < .001), with 
the .32 between self-ratings and the JPI scales representing a Z statis­
tic of 18.50. Peer and parent ratings correlate with the JPI in the 
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Table 13. Overall average unmoderated ratings-inventory correlations 
Self Peer Parent JPI Other 
Self .22 .18 .32 .26 
Peer .11 .16 
Parent .15 
JPI .21 
Other 
(Peer & Parent) 
Note: For all correlations, p < .001. 
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same range as they do with the self-ratings, and the other ratings 
(.20), as predicted, account for more of the variance when they rep­
resent combined judge's ratings. 
Trait-by-trait correlations, along with their significance levels, 
are listed for each of the rating groups in Table 14. Immediately 
noteworthy is the fact that nearly all the self-ratings (with the 
exception of the reserved/friendly dimension [Interpersonal Affect 
Scale] and the shrewd/frank dimension [Social Adroitness Scale]) are 
significantly correlated with the corresponding JPI scales. Although 
the correlations may not appear "high" in an objective sense, they 
are impressive when one recalls the trait ratings are made from single 
indicators on trait dimensions. 
The pattern of agreement that emerged among the trait ratings is 
evident here as well. In Table 1, for example, correlations for the 
easy going/tense dimension were consistently significant and within a 
comparable range; again in Table 14, one sees substantial correla­
tions between all rating groups and the anxiety scale of the JPI. On 
the other hand, the same dimensions that fared poorly in the trait rat­
ings (traits two, three, four, and especially 12) also seem to corre­
late minimally with the JPI scales. Still other dimensions (routine/ 
creative for one) show highly significant correlations (in this case, 
.59 with the Innovation scale) for self-ratings, but very low (.10 
to .13) correlations for peer, parent, and other ratings. 
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Table 14. Nomothetic ratings-inventory correlations using all subjects 
Trait Self-JPI Peer-JPI Parent-JPI Other-JPI 
1. easy going/tense .32** .16* .24** .29** 
2. inflexible/interested .23** .10 .10 .10 
3. uncomplicated/complex .24** .15* .14 .17* 
4. individualistic/ 
conforming .33** .09 -.03 .03 
5. inactive/active .35** .15* .20* .28** 
6. reserved/friendly .10 .11 .09 .18* 
7. routine/creative .59** .10 .12 .13 
8. disorganized/ 
efficient .59** .37** .28** .40** 
9. negligent/responsible .32** .29** .18** .34** 
10. cautious/venturesome .31** .17* .16* .18* 
11. timid/self-assured .45** .16* .17* .20* 
12. frank/shrewd .04 — .06 .06 -.09 
13. solitary/sociable .38** .11 .24** .25** 
14. uncompromising/ 
tolerant .26** .10 .10 
.12 
15. liberal/conservative .42** .31** .17* .33** 
N: =213 N=213 N=201 N=200 
*p < .01. 
**p < .001. 
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Most Consistent Traits and Inventory Scales 
Average consistency-anchored trait ratings correlated with JPI 
scales show a pattern similar to that found for anchored trait ratings 
among themselves (see Table 15). That is, anchoring by most consistent 
traits for subjects improved overall correlation to .45 for self-
inventory ratings, compared to .32 for the same ratings unmoderated 
(see Table 13). Peer chosen anchors for peer ratings correlated with 
the corresponding JPI scales also seem to have improved predictability 
(from .16 to .26) over the unanchored ratings. However, consistency 
moderators had little or no effect for parent-chosen trait ratings 
(from .15 to .07), and may in fact have resulted in reduced prediction. 
Trait-by-trait examination of the self-anchored trait-inventory 
correlations (Table 16) reveals a (by now) predictable variation in the 
impact of consistency anchors. The highest correlation is for the 
easy going/tense dimension, which correlates .79 (p < .000) with the 
Anxiety scale; the lowest is -.73 for the correlation of the uncom­
plicated/complex dimension with the Complexity scale. For the latter 
dimension, anchoring self-ratings on a most consistent trait choice 
decreased the predictability of that rating (down from a significant .24 
for the same correlation unanchored). A similar but not as pronounced 
change also occurs on the correlation of the negligent/responsible di­
mension with the Responsibility scale (from .32 for the unanchored 
correlation to .07 when the rating is anchored to the most consistent 
trait). Again, the conclusion is that anchoring on consistency pro-
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Table 15. Average anchored trait ratings using different anchoring 
sources and all anchors correlated with JPI 
Anchor 
Self-Chosen 
Peer-Chosen 
Parent-Cho s en 
Most Consistent 
Trait 
.45 
.26 
Most Consistent 
+ Observability 
.50 
.27 
Most Consistent 
+ Observability 
+ Variability 
.51 
.13 
.09 
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Table 16. Self-chosen most and least consistent traits correlated with 
JPI by trait 
Trait Most N Least N 
1. easy going/tense .79** 13 -.08 26 
2. inflexible/interested .30 7 - 4 
3. uncomplicated/complex -.73 5 -.30 13 
4. individualistic/conforming .36 7 -.15 7 
5. inactive/act ive .49 16 .33 15 
6. reserved/friendly .26 46 -.14 7 
7. routine/creative .65** 20 .67 11 
8. disorganized/efficient .48 15 .67* 16 
9. negligent/responsible .07 22 .38 10 
10. cautious/venturesome .44 8 .34 10 
11. timid/self-assured .67 6 .46* 23 
12. frank/shrewd .00 - -.52 15 
13. solitary/sociable .60* 21 .33 17 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .65 9 -.20 9 
15. liberal/conservative .63 12 .17 26 
*p < .01. 
**p < .001. 
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duces some definite gains in predictability for some traits, while it 
has negligible effects on others. 
Observable and variable consistencies. The summary Table 15 shows 
the average correlations of consistency anchored traits when the addi­
tional moderators based on median splits on observability and observa-
bility-and-consistency are applied. Contrary to prediction, the addition 
of successive moderators does not consistently result in increased 
prediction. For self-chosen anchors, additional moderators seem to 
produce a trend in the expected direction (.45 to .50 to .51). For 
peer-chosen anchors, observability seems to have no effect over the most 
consistent rating (.27 compared to .26), and adding individual trait con­
sistency may have resulted in obscuring the ratings(.27 to .13). For 
parents, ratings-inventory correlations were virtually the same with 
all three anchors (.07, .11, .09, respectively): increasing the number 
of modifiers seemed to have no effect. 
An examination of Table 17 shows the comparative trair-by-crait 
correlations when the secondary anchors (moderators) of observability 
and trait-by-trait variability are applied. The correlations for the 
inflexible/interested dimension and Breadth of Interest scale offer an 
illustration of the hypothesized prediction model working beautifully. 
The unmoderated correlation (from Table 14) is .23; anchored on most 
consistency trait only, it is .30; adding observability, it increases 
to .52; further refined to include high within-trait consistency, it 
jumps to .83. Most ratings, of course, are not so unambiguous. Some, 
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Table 17. Trait-by-trait ratings 
most consistent traits 
bility and variability 
correlations with JPI for self-chosen 
based on median splits on observa-
Consistency & 
Trait Consistency Consistency & Observability 
Observability & Variability 
1. easy going/tense .79(13) .82(10) .83(9) 
2. inflexible/interested .30(7) .52(6) .83(4) 
3. uncomplicated/complex -.73(5) -.96(3) -.96(3) 
4, individualistic/con­
forming 
.36(7) .36(7) .36(7) 
5. inactive/active .49(16) .58(13) .43(11) 
6. reserved/friendly .26(46) .33(36) .34(34) 
7. routine/creative .65(20) .58(13) .58(11) 
8. disorganized/efficient .48(15) .47(14) .55(13) 
9. negligent/responsible .07(22) -49(18) .49(18) 
10. cautious/venturesome .44(8) .44(8) .54(6) 
11. timid/self-assured .67(6) - (2) - (2) 
12. frank/shrewd .00(0) - (3) 1.00(2) 
13. solitary/sociable .60(21) .54(18) .53(16) 
14. uncompromising/ 
tolerant .65(9) .61(7) .61(7) 
15. liberal/conservative .63(12) .56(9) .46(8) 
r .45 .50 .51 
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like Trait 7, remain roughly the same with all moderators; others 
(Trait 5, for example) show a steady increase from completely unmod-
erated to modified by observability, then seem to decrease when vari­
ability is added. For this specific dimension/scale (routine/creative; 
Innovation scale) the appropriate correlations are .59 for unmoderated, 
followed by .65, .58, and .43 for the successive moderators. For some 
traits, of course, the Ns for the subsamples remain the same for the 
final two moderators (i.e. the same people who chose that trait as the 
most consistent trait all rated their behavior above the median on ob­
servability and consistency); hence, no enhanced correlation is possible. 
In sum, then, it is possible to say that consistency-anchoring 
does enhance correlations over that obtainable for unanchored ratings. 
Although the trend with successive anchoring is in the predicted direc­
tion, meaningful interpretation can be appropriately made only when 
the ratings-inventory correlations for each trait are examined indi­
vidually. 
Sex Differences 
For overall unmoderated ratings-inventory correlations, males and 
females achieve approximately the same average correlations (.35 and 
.32, p < .001). Individual trait/scale correlations for each sex are 
quite similar, the largest discrepancy merely .14 (between .50 for 
males and .36 for females on the tolerant/intolerant dimension. Value 
Orthodoxy scale (Table 18). 
The sameness between the sexes for the overall correlations is 
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Table 18. Self-chosen unanchored ratings correlated with JPI by sex 
Trait Males Females (N = 96) (N = 118) 
1. easy going/tense .34 .32 
2. inflexible/interested .30 .20 
3. uncomplicated/complex .29 .23 
4. individualistic/conforming .38 .31 
5. inactive/active .30 .37 
6. reserved/friendly -.00 .04 
7. routine/creative .52 .62 
8. disorganized/efficient .65 .55 
9. negligent/responsible .30 .31 
10. cautious/venturesome .43 .29 
11. timid/self-assured .48 .41 
12. frank/shrewd -.01 .07 
13. solitary/sociable .34 .41 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .28 .24 
15. liberal/conservative .50 .36 
r .35 .32 
*p < .01. 
**p < .001. 
75 
not echoed when the correlations between self-anchored consistency 
ratings and JPI scales are examined separately for males and females 
(Table 19). Surprisingly, males average a highly significant (p < .001) 
.55, while the average correlation for females is -.17 (p < .01). 
Given that such sex differences have not shown up elsewhere in the 
data, such broad differences here are unexpected. One cautionary note 
in interpreting the low figure for females might be the following: 
for females, the number of correlations making up the average correla­
tion is nine, while for males the number is 12. This difference in 
itself may be significant. For example,more than three and one half 
times as many females as males rated the reserved/friendly dimension 
as a most consistent trait. Not only is almost one third of the female 
sample thus in one group (leaving very small Ns for a number of other 
subsamples) but that one group is among the most unstable. 
Despite this obvious explanation for these results, clear differ­
ences on at least two other dimensions/scales suggest that male raters 
may be more accurate. For the disorganized/efficient dimension (Or­
ganization scale), men's scores correlate .80 (N = 6); for an N of 9, 
women's scores correlate -.50. At least for these small groups, men 
seem to be more accurate raters of themselves than women. The same 
conclusion may hold for the Social Participation scale (solitary/ 
sociable dimension). For approximately equal value Ns (11 and 10 for 
males and females, respectively) the correlations are .71 and -.30. On 
the other hand, females appear more accurate, although not as dramat-
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Table 19. Self-chosen most consistent traits correlated with JPI by 
sex 
Trait Males Females 
1. easy going/tense .53(5) .86(8)* 
2. inflexible/interested 1.00(2) -.03(9) 
3. uncomplicated/complex - (3) -1.00(2) 
4. individualistic/conforming .27(5) - (2) 
5. inactive/active .62(10) .40(6) 
6. reserved/friendly .38(10) .22(35) 
7. routine/creative .44(7) .66(12) 
8. disorganized/efficient .80(6) -.50(9) 
9. negligent/responsible .18(9) -.01(12) 
10. cautious/venturesome .47(5) - (3) 
11. timid/self-assured .67(4) 1.00(2) 
12. frank/shravd - (0) -.00(3) 
13. solitary/sociable .71(11)** -.30(10) 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .80(6) -1.00(3) 
15. liberal/conservative .56(6) .47(6) 
r .55** -.17* 
*p < .01. 
**p < .001. 
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ically so, on the Anxiety scale (easy going/tense dimension) (.86 
versus .53) as well as on the routine/creative dimension (Innovative 
scale) with a correlation of .66 versus that for males of .44. 
In an average sense, male and female differences in ratings-
inventory correlations are not discernible. When trait-by-trait rat­
ings are anchored by self-chosen most consistent traits, however, 
sharp differences emerge. Then, both average ratings as well as 
individual trait comparisons reveal clear distinctions, with males in 
general doing better at choosing most consistent traits that correlate 
well with their performance on the JPI. 
Dimension/Scale Validities 
Heterotrait vs. homotrait correlations. One of the obvious pur­
poses for comparing trait ratings with performance on inventory scales 
is to determine whether people can in fact label themselves in ways 
that correspond to the scores (profiles, ratings) on traditional per­
sonality assessment inventories. The results described in the pre­
ceding text and Tables 14-19 indicate that subjects are able, by using 
a simple rating scale, to predict with a high level of significance 
(see Table 14) what inventory scales will be most descriptive of them. 
Such ratings would be a limited utility, however, if a particular trait 
rating correlated significantly not only with its corresponding scale 
but with several other scales as well. Accordingly, correlations were 
obtained for each trait rating and its corresponding scale as well as 
for the trait rating and all of the other (noncorresponding) JPI scales. 
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The results are summarized in Table 20, with the first column of 
figures representing the corresponding (or homotrait) correlation 
between a rating and scale. The figures in column two represent the 
average correlation of the dissimilar (heterotrait) scales with the 
trait rating. 
For most traits,the differences are obvious and substantial. For 
example, the .59 correlations for the Innovation and Organization scales 
contrast with the .04 and .02 average heterotrait correlations. Of all 
the scales, only three (Interpersonal Affect, Social Adroitness, and 
Social Participation) show low correlations for both homotrait and 
heterotrait ratings. For all other correlations, the conclusions are 
straightforward: the Jackson scales are distinct, with significant 
correlations for trait ratings similar to the inventory scales and 
near zero correlations for dissimilar scales/traits. 
In general, the heterotrait-homotrait correlations anchored by 
self-chosen most consistent traits show even greater differences be­
tween similar and dissimilar ratings and scales (Table 21). For. the 
correlation between the easy going/tense dimension and the Anxiety 
scale, anchoring increases the coefficient to .79 (from .32 for the 
unanchored correlation), while the correlation between that dimension 
and the average of the other scales remains zero. For some dimension/ 
scale correlations, anchoring produces almost dramatic differences. 
The unanchored solitary/sociable dimension ratings correlate only .07 
with the Social Participation scale; when only those who chose that 
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Table 20. Unanchored self-rating and JPI correlations by trait 
Trait Homotrait^  Heterotrait^  
1. easy going/tense .32 -0.01 
2. inflexible/interested .23 .10 
3. uncomplicated/complex .24 .08 
4. individualistic/conforming .33 -0.04 
5. inactive/active .35 .05 
6. reserved/friendly .09 .06 
7. routine/creative .59 .04 
8. disorganized/efficient .59 .02 
9. negligent/responsible .32 -0.01 
10. cautious/venturesome .31 .02 
11. timid/self-assured .45 0.00 
12. frank/shrewd .04 0.01 
13. solitary/sociable .07 0.06 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .26 0.03 
15. liberal/conservative .42 -0.02 
N = 213 7 
.32 .02 
H^omotrait correlations are those between the trait rating and corres­
ponding JPI scale. 
H^eterotrait correlations are the averaged correlations between a trait 
rating and the 14 other (noncorresponding) clinical scales of the JPI-
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Table 21. Self-anchored consistency ratings correlated with JPI by 
trait 
Trait Homotrait^  Heterotrait^  N 
1. easy going/tense .79** 0.00 13 
2. inflexible/interested .30 .22 7 
3. uncomplicated/complex -.73 .08 5 
4. individualistic/conforming .36 .15 7 
5. inactive/active .49 .11 16 
6. reserved/friendly .26 -0.01 46 
7. routine/creative .65** -0.03 20 
8. disorganized/efficient .48 .11 15 
9. negligent/responsible .07 -0.12 22 
10. cautious/venturesome .44 .16 8 
11. timid/self-assured .67 -0.10 6 
12. frank/shrewd 0.00 - -
13. solitary-sociable .60* .12 21 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .65 -0.00 9 
15. liberal/conservative .63 -.40** 12 
r .45 .02 
K^omotrait correlations are those between the trait rating and corres­
ponding JPI scale. 
H^eterotrait correlations are the averaged correlations between a trait 
rating and the 14 other (noncorresponding) clinical scales of the JPI. 
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dimension as their most consistent trait were included in the correla­
tion, the correlation increased to a significant (p < .002) .60. 
As usual, however, anchoring produces hard to explain discrepancies 
here as well. For example, the unmoderated correlation between the un­
complicated/complex dimension and the complexity scale is a significant 
(p < .001) .24; with anchoring (and admittedly small N of 5) that cor­
relation drops to -.73. Clearly, self-ratings of consistency on this 
trait do not agree with the scale scores purporting to measure the 
same trait. For the most part, anchoring does not affect the corre­
lation of the trait rating with the average of the dissimilar scales. 
An exception is the heterotrait correlation for the liberal/conserva­
tive dimension, where anchoring produces the significantly (p < .01) 
lower coverage correlation of -.40. 
The heterotrait/homotrait correlations affirm Jackson's (1976) 
claim that the scales are relatively uncorrelated. In almost every 
case, trait ratings based on descriptive adjectives used to define 
the scales correlated significantly with like scales and showed little 
or no common variance with unlike scales. 
Jackson's trait ratings: some comparisons. In conducting empiri­
cal evaluations of his inventory, Jackson (1976) obtained self and 
peer ratings based on descriptive adjectives from his clinical scales. 
Using methods much like those described earlier in this study, he 
obtained self and peer ratings on nine-point bipolar scales. Jackson 
used one anchoring adjective for each pole for the self-ratings and 
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one descriptive adjective for the peer ratings rather than the double 
adjectives used here; however, for many traits, the adjectives were 
identical. The correlations between the self—inventory ratings ob­
tained by Jackson and those in this study are presented in Table 22. 
For the most part, the correlations obtained by Jackson are higher 
than the trait-inventory correlations reported in this study. When 
subjects in this study self-select their most consistent traits, the 
results more nearly approach those obtained by Jackson. There is no 
obvious explanation for the difference in ratings-inventory correla­
tions obtained in the two studies. One possible explanation may be a 
difference in the directions used at the time of the ratings. In spite 
of the overall lower agreement, there is one noticeable similarity: 
both sets of ratings tend to show consistent peaks and low points. 
Jackson's low correlation is .09 for Social Adroitness; the same scale 
correlation is -04 in this study. The three highest correlations in 
this study (.59 for Innovation and Organization, .45 for Self-Esteem) 
correspond to three of Jackson's four highest ratings. Thus, the 
ratings-inventory correlations seem to operate in the same way, if not 
to the same degree, in both studies. 
Multivariate Procedures 
Canonical correlational analysis. The other correlational pro­
cedures described in this study have attempted to explain the rela­
tionships among pairs of variables. Canonical correlation provides a 
way of examining or comparing two sets of variables, such that a linear 
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Table 22. Comparison of self-ratings with JPI and those obtained by 
Jackson 
Jackson's^  Self-JPI Anchored 
JPI Scale Self-JPI Self-JPI by Most 
N = 213 N = 116 Consistent 
N 
Anxiety .32 .64 .79 13 
Breadth of Interest .23 .43 .30 7 
Complexity .24 .41 -.73 5 
Conformity .33 .47 .36 7 
Energy Level .35 .59 .49 16 
Interpersonal Affect .09 .40 .26 46 
Innovation .59 .75 .65 20 
Organization .59 .63 .48 15 
Responsibility .32 .16 .07 22 
Risk Taking .31 .67 .44 8 
Self-Esteem .45 .77 .67 6 
Social Adroitness .04 .09 .06 -
Social Participation .07 .47 .60 21 
Tolerance .26 .28 .65 9 
Value Orthodoxy .42 .50 .63 12 
F^rom the Manual for the Jackson Personality Inventory, page 29. 
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combination from each set is derived that maximizes the correlation 
between the two sets (Kerlinger & Pedhauzer, 1973). Thus, the aim is 
not to account for the variation within each set but to account for a 
maximum relationship between the two (Cooley & Lohnes, 1971). Accord­
ingly, the four sets of data available for comparison (that is, the 
self, peer, and parent ratings and the inventory scores) were examined 
using six different canonical analyses (one for each of the possible 
pairs of sets). The research question was relatively straightforward: 
would an obvious pattern of relationships exist between sources of data 
that would confirm the patterns found in the univariate analyses? 
The Wilks' Lambda coefficients for the canonical correlations (pre­
sented in Table 23) clearly provide an affirmative answer to the ques­
tion. The Lambda statistic is used to test the association between the 
variable sets after the canonical variates have been extracted. The 
coefficients shown represent the statistic for the variable with the 
highest canonical correlation. Thus, the .170 for the self/peer cell 
is the Lambda coefficient for the canonical variable accounting for 
most of the variance (.58 or 33% of the variance) for the self-peer 
sets of variables. Like the other coefficients presented in Table 23 
(except for that for peer-parent ratings), the statistic is significant 
beyond the .001 level. The smaller the Lambda coefficient, the greater 
is the strength of relationship between the two sets of variables (.00 
= perfect relationship; 1.00 = no relationship). Thus, the .027 for 
the self-ratings with the JPI suggests a nearly perfect relationship 
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Table 23. Wilks-Lambda coefficients for canonical correlational 
analyses between sets of personality measures from differ­
ent sources 
Self Peer Parent JPI 
Self .170 .174 .027 
Peer .268* .180 
Parent .160 
JPI 
Note: For all unstarred coefficients, p < .001. 
*p < .05. 
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between the two variable sets. The magnitude of this relationship 
can also be grasped by realizing the chi-square statistic is over 
700, nearly double the still highly significant 359 for the self-peer 
variables. On the other hand, the Lambda coefficient for the highest 
of the peer-parent variables is a nonsignificant .268. This, too, is 
generally borne out in the low univariate correlations between the two . 
Even this quite superficial look supports the univariate correla­
tional conclusions: (1) there is significant self-other agreement 
even for single item trait ratings and (2) the agreement is even more 
pronounced when self-ratings are compared with inventory scales. 
Factor Analysis 
Like the canonical procedures described above, the factor analyses 
reported here were also performed for the same investigative purpose: 
would the factor structure help to explain the univariate correlational 
results? Factor analysis enables one to determine whether an under­
lying pattern or relationships exists among the variables in question. 
In a way not totally dissimilar to canonical correlation, variables are 
regrouped into a smaller set of components, or source factors, that 
serve to account for observed intercorrelations among the variables. 
Factor analysis extracts multivariate composites within a variable 
set, while canonical correlations identifies composites linking two 
data sets (Cooley & Lohnes, 1971). Even barely skimming the surface 
of the factor structures, it is possible to see echoes of earlier 
summaries. Table 24 provides a brief summary of one investigative 
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Table 24. Summary of varimax factor rotations for ratings and inven­
tory 
Factor Number of Factors , Percent of Vari-
Variables Exceeding Unity ance Accounted for 
Self-Ratings 2 2.75 44.3 
1.36 21.9 
Peer-Ratings 5 3.71 24.8 
1.99 13.2 
1.49 9.9 
1.19 8.0 
1.03 6.9 
Parent-Ratings 3 4.61 61.5 
1.23 16.4 
1.05 13.9 
JPI-Ratings 3 2.60 37.2 
1.81 26.0 
1.20 17.2 
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aspect of the factor investigation. 
For each set of ratings considered singly (e.g. the self-ratings 
alone on the 15 trait dimensions) an orthogonal varimax rotation 
(principal factoring with iteration) was performed. The table illus­
trates the number of significant factors (those with an eigenvalue 
greater than unity), the eigenvalue itself, and the percentage of 
variance accounted for by that factor for each analysis. The number 
of significant factors for each group varies (from two for the self-
ratings to five for the peer ratings). Worthy of note, however, is 
the relationship of the percent of variance accounted for to the num­
ber of factors. The self-ratings and inventory scales, although dif­
fering in number of significant factors, both have the first two fac­
tors accounting for approximately 65 percent of the variance. For 
peer ratings, all five factors are needed to account for 60 percent 
of the variance; for parent ratings. Factor one alone accounts for 
61.5 percent. These discrepancies are not inconsistent 'Jith the aver­
age Pearson correlations obtained between rating groups. Self-ratings 
and inventory scales show the highest correlations; peer and parent 
ratings (the most dissimilar here in terms of variance accounted for) 
achieve the lowest average correlations. 
The two multivariate procedures sketched briefly here offer a dif­
ferent look at the data than do the univariate procedures outlined in 
some detail. What each does show, however, is that whether the data 
are examined in terms of pairs of trait ratings, sets of ratings, or 
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components of ratings, common characteristics can be observed. These 
include the general predictability of the ratings (self with other), 
the strong relationship between self-assessed traits and inventory 
assessed traits, and the relatively poor correlation between parent 
and peer ratings. 
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DISCUSSION 
The practical parameters of this study seek to address the follow­
ing broad concerns; (a) whether idiographic modifiers can increase the 
nomothetic predictability of trait ratings, and (b) whether convergent 
validity can be demonstrated through the comparison of self and other 
ratings with inventory ratings. The underlying assumption here is 
that conceptualizing personality in terms of traits continues to be a 
viable and useful tool, and that exploring methods that "fine tune" 
trait applications ultimately increases our knowledge of persons. 
This same assumption may have some bearing on the theoretical com­
ponents of the study as well. One current direction in the field of 
personality theory and research is toward integrating related per­
spectives of psychology theory - attribution, self-perception, idio­
graphic personality measurement - within an individual differences 
framework. Thus, the question of whether our present research tech­
niques can accommodate this new synthesis regains a salient one. 
Trait Ratings Reexamined 
Nomothetic Considerations 
The correlations for overall ratings obtained in this study are 
generally within the range of the "personality coefficient" described 
by Mischel (1968) and dismissed as "insignificant" by the situationists. 
Despite this pre-emptive stance, it ought to be pointed out that the 
coefficients obtained here are neither "paltry" nor "insignificant" 
from a statistical standpoint. The .001 significance level obtained 
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for all but peer-parent ratings represents a strong degree of relation­
ship between the sets of ratings. Although the total variance accounted 
for in the obtained correlations is small, recent research procedures 
(e.g. those of Epstein, 1979, 1980; and Harris, 1980) have demonstrated 
that combinations of these single ratings can be quite impressive. 
Thus, future discussion on improving the predictiveness of trait rat­
ings is not predicated on the assumption that unmoderated correlations 
are lacking in meaning. Rather, the rationale is that the relatively 
low predictiveness resulting from examining single instances of be­
havior may be improved by the merging of idiographic and nomothetic 
assessment techniques. 
Mean rating levels. Among the factors influencing the correla­
tions of unmoderated as well as anchored ratings are the mean variations 
among groups (Appendix E, Table 25). With very few exceptions, self-
ratings for degree of trait possessed, observability of trait, and 
variability of traic were lower than those saaa ratings averaged for 
parents and peers. In nearly every case, parent ratings were highest, 
with peer ratings falling between the two. Subjects, then, were will­
ing to ascribe to themselves less observability and less consistency 
in their behavior on individual trait dimensions than were their peers 
or parents. They were also willing to describe themselves as more re­
laxed, more predictable, more undesigning, and more uncompromising 
than were their parents and peers. Peers saw their friends as more 
energetic, friendly, venturesome, confident, and outgoing than the 
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parents, while parents gave their sons or daughters highest ratings 
for being inquisitive, nonconforming, creative, organized, responsible, 
and conservative. 
Rater Differences. When self-raters and parent raters were exam­
ined by subgroups, overall averaged correlations remained close to 
those obtained by the entire group. However, general trends and sig­
nificant trait-by-trait differences did emerge. • Confirming a trend 
observed in many other studies, female self-ratings correlated somewhat 
more highly with peer and parent ratings than did those for males, 
although perhaps not significantly so. In general, on an individual 
trait basis females were also more accurate in predicting parent and 
peer ratings. Similarly, while the parent subgroupings did not reveal 
a "predictive edge" for mothers over fathers ratings or both parents 
rating jointly, individual trait comparisons show sometimes striking 
differences between groups. Because the Ns for these subgroups are not 
substantial (varying in size frcn 118 for females to 33 for fathers) 
conclusions should be tempered with caution. However, it would not seem 
imprudent to suggest that where individual trait predictiveness (rather 
than overall correlation) is a concern, then subgroup comparisons should 
be routinely carried out. 
Nomothetic observability and consistency. Despite the contention 
(by Funder, 1980; Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980, among others) that ob­
servability and consistency may function as moderators that influence 
predictability, the nomothetic observability and consistency ratings 
93 
in this study (Appendix E) do not seem directly related to the degree 
of correlation among ratings. Thus, while the reserved/friendly di­
mension is rated highly observable and consistent, the correlations for 
that dimension are not as high as those for the disorganized/efficient 
dimension, rated only moderately consistent and observable. Such dis­
crepancies may stem from the context in which the ratings were obtained. 
Raters were responding to the questionnaire in terms of trait behaviors 
relative to a particular individual. Depending on the repertoire of 
behaviors accessible for observation, they may have then rated as 
relatively more consistent or observable behaviors which are "objec­
tively" (if such a rating could be obtained) less so. An alternative 
explanation comes from attribution theory, which suggests that ob­
servers are more likely to make trait attributions (hence attributions 
of stability and public observability) from a small sample of behaviors 
observed in quite circumscribed situations. Thus, if my advisor is 
always cordial and friendly when I come in for my tri-annual appoint­
ment, I may describe her as a consistently friendly person, and ob­
servably so. In fact, of course, her behavior may vary widely in 
other situations. 
Combining ratings. The work of both Harris (1980) and Jackson 
(1976) has confirmed that an average of ratings across raters is a 
better predictor than single judge ratings. The overall self-other 
correlations in this study largely support this finding: for almost 
every dimension, self-other ratings are higher than those obtained for 
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self-peer ratings alone or self-parent ratings alone. Although the 
procedures used by Harris and Jackson vary from those used in this 
study, their results - obtained from averaging ratings of several, not 
just two, judges suggest that additional raters might further strengthen 
even the overall, unmoderated correlations (cf. Epstein, 1979, 1980). 
Person anchoring: Its Utility Assessed 
The concept of person anchoring has provided a useful framework with 
which to bridge the nomothetic-idiographic gap as well as a vocabulary 
for merging the social psychological and self-perception terminology 
from which it stems. While Kenrick and Stringfield have used similar 
techniques, they retain a social psychological perspective rather than 
supply a reformulated one. Armchair assessments, however, do not 
address the vital question: does person anchoring work? 
When compared to the results reported by Kenrick and Stringfield 
(1980), those evidenced here seem somewhat paltry. Their subjects 
choosing their own most consistent traits achieved impressive corre­
lations; those in this study improved predictability somewhat, but not 
dramatically so. However, the Kenrick and Stringfield magnitudes were 
achieved through correlational techniques which confounded subgroupings 
and yielded spuriously high coefficients. The procedures that are the 
key to this study - the individual correlations for each subgrouping 
and subsequent Z-score averaging - they tend to treat as an after­
thought, noting the trait-to-trait inconsistencies by all raters for 
both primary and secondary anchors (e.g., Kenrick & Stringfield, 1980, 
p. 98-99). Because of the vast differences in correlational proce-
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dures, meaningful comparisons of the effects of anchoring for the two 
studies cannot be made. 
It is, however, the very trait-by-trait variabilities that char­
acterize person anchoring on most consistent traits that are most 
promising. Anchoring proves quite varied in effectiveness, greatly 
improving predictability for some dimensions and apparently diminish­
ing it for others. Although increases in predictability for individual 
traits through primary anchoring were generally unrelated to rated 
levels of consistency and observability, there is some evidence to 
suggest such increases are related to "rationally chosen" observable 
traits. A case in point: the easy going/tense dimension is rated 
low moderate in observability and next-to-last in consistency. Thus, 
the expectation is that peers and parents would be less able to ob­
serve behavior on this dimension. Yet when peer and parent ratings 
were anchored for consistency, they achieved impressive .75 correla­
tions vith self-ratings or. this dimension. In an "objective" sense, 
though, the high agreement is not surprising: many observers (e.g. 
Funder, 1980; Harris, 1980) would describe this dimension as fairly 
observable. Perhaps what is happening is that although the nomothetic 
observability ratings are not high, the fact that behaviors on this 
dimension are in fact more readily observable allows for greater pre­
dictive accuracy, even though the raters underestimate it. 
The same kind of misperception may also explain the ambiguous and 
fluctuating rankings of the reserved/friendly dimension. Although it 
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is the most popularly endorsed of the most consistent traits, and 
although it is rated most highly for consistency and observability, 
the correlations for this dimension are unstable and generally unen-
hanced by anchoring. However, observers may be attributing trait con­
sistency to a sample of relatively few friendly behaviors, while other 
observers (or self-raters) may be attributing relatively less friendli­
ness because they are observing a subset of other different behaviors 
on the reserved/friendly continuum. 
The problem of determining behavioral consistency, to be sure, has 
perplexed not only the neighborhood personality psychologist. The dif­
ficulty most of us have in making consistency kinds of determination 
about behaviors was rather eloquently summed up by the mother of one 
of the subjects in this study. Rating her daughter on the question­
naire form, she offered the following written evaluation as well; 
Although I feel I know my daughter quite well, I don't feel 
very capable of predicting how others see her. I believe 
everyone is seen in various ways by different individuals. 
Also (as an example) in one setting she might appear to con­
form, but another situation would show her to be very in­
dividualistic, etc. 
Just as anchoring on most consistent traits failed to follow pre­
dictably clear cut patterns, so too do the secondary anchoring pro­
cedures of further selecting for inclusion in a consistency-anchored 
subgroup only those individuals with scores above the median for con­
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sistency and/or observability. Kenrick and Stringfield had predicted 
(and concluded) that further anchoring increased predictability in an 
overall sense. Again, they did not attempt to explain the trait-by-
trait variations on which this study focuses. Interestingly, the re­
sults here lend little support to the Kenrick and Stringfield contention 
that further anchoring improves self-chosen - other ratings. The 
average .26 and .29 correlations for observability and consistency 
ratings are virtually the same as the .26 correlations for self-peer 
most consistent trait alone; in fact, all are quite within the same 
range as the unmoderated self-peer correlation of .22. 
For parent and peer chosen anchors, the results are somewhat con­
tradictory and less tangible. In an overall sense, none of the anchor­
ing made a difference for parent ratings - they remained virtually the 
same even with the application of additional anchors. For peers, the 
secondary anchors seemed to decrease the predictive efficiency for peer-
chosen most consistent anchors alone. For select individual traits for 
both groups, however, the ratings worked very well, with some dimen­
sions correlating significantly in the .80s and even .90s. 
The same individual trait selection procedure also seemed to play 
a role in the correlations between males and their raters compared to 
females. While ratings for some of the inherently more observable 
dimensions (e.g. disorganized/efficient) were highly correlated for 
both males and females, other dimensions, like the routine/creative 
and liberal/conservative ones, showed more agreement among females 
98 
and their raters. Perhaps males do better at rating themselves (or 
their peers) when the behaviors for such dimensions are more easily 
observable and relatively few in number, whereas females rate more 
accurately than males when the dimensions are "inner" traits rather 
than outwardly observable and are characterized by a number of seem­
ingly disparate behaviors. In other words, providing a rating for 
someone on the routine/creative dimension might require more "sift­
ing through" of behaviors than is necessary to provide ratings on a 
more observable (or less complex) dimension. 
Are Ratings as Good as Inventories ? 
It has long been assumed that "true" personality profiles are only 
obtained by having persons respond to a standardized personality in­
ventory. Self-assessed traits, the arguments go, are subject to dis­
tortion and bias, and they do not contribute to our understanding of 
personality in a systematic, analyzable way. However, the correla­
tions obtained in this study between self-ratings and inventory scales 
clearly call for a revision of this opinion. For nearly every scale/ 
dimension comparison, correlations are highly significant. The utility 
of self-assessment is even more pronounced when anchoring is employed. 
The overall correlations thus achieved (upwards of .45) are strikingly 
impressive with the realization that a single adjective indicator is 
the basis of the rating criterion. Thus, ratings in general, and an­
chored ratings in particular, can be most useful in providing a self-
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portrait that agrees substantially with that offered by a standardized 
inventory. 
The data suggest that there are systematic (as well as random) 
variations when traits are examined independently. There is some sup­
port for Funder's assertion (1980) and Kenrick and Stringfield's obser­
vation (1980) that public observability may well be an important 
variable in our ability to accurately assess traits. But what of the 
traits that don't "work" and thus belie the observability/consistency 
explanation? In this study, these are most consistently represented 
by the reserved/friendly and frank/shrewd dimensions. The latter has 
a fairly clear cut interpretation, supported as well by Jackson's 
(1976) study: it is apparently difficult to find anchoring adjectives 
that capture the flavor of social perspicacity that scale in the JPI 
is intended to measure. Jackson's use of diplomatic was equally as 
ineffective as our use of frank/undesigning-shrewd/worldly. For all 
raters, this dimension was least frequently chosen as a most consistent 
trait. 
The nearly consistent failure of the reserved/unfriendly-friendly/ 
affectionate dimension to measure up to the predictive potential sug­
gested by its observability, consistency, and most consistent choice 
rankings is more difficult to account for. As suggested above (p. 93), 
part of the inconsistency may stem from the variety of behaviors as­
sociated with this dimension. Another factor may be the social de­
sirability of this particular trait. It is easier to reconcile our 
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perceptions of our friends and sons or daughters as friendly and af­
fectionate rather than reserved and unfriendly. At the same time, 
self-raters may be more willing to recognize either an overall lesser 
degree of "friendliness" and more variety in their expression of it 
than other raters. An interesting variance is that self-peer ratings 
on this dimension generally correlated higher, across all conditions, 
than the self-parent correlations. One speculates that college friends 
and roommates may be exposed to a smaller repertoire of friendly (and 
unfriendly) behaviors than are parents, who presumably have a much 
greater variety of social experiences from which to make their evalua­
tions. 
Inventory correlations with peer and parent ratings are in the 
same range as the correlations among the ratings themselves. That is, 
there is no overall increased accuracy when self-assessments are made 
through inventory scaling than when they are the result of simple rat­
ings. Still, the prediction that some individual traits will corre­
late more highly with JPI scales than others is upheld. This is 
especially true for the easy going/tense and the disorganized/efficient 
dimensions. 
Finally, the multivariate procedures support the conclusion that 
there is a consistent and strong relationship among the ratings as well 
as between the ratings and inventory scales. In sum, whether the data 
are examined by individually pairing the variables, by looking at rela­
tionships among the various sets of variables, or by looking at the 
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patterning of relationships within a particular set of variables, 
certain commonalities exist. These results suggest that idiographic 
anchors may have definite utility in increasing the accuracy of nomo­
thetic predictors. This is especially apparent in the overall Pearson 
correlations obtained between self-chosen anchored ratings and the 
Jackson scales: even an ardent situationist might have difficulty in 
dismissing the .51 averaged correlation as "insignificant." Lastly, 
an impressive strength of association between ratings on bipolar di­
mensions anchored by double adjectives and a well-developed, statis­
tically sound personality inventory is established. 
Theoretical Considerations 
..IJhen the trait-situation controversy peaked in the mid-seventies, 
it had generated a new perspective (the interactionist one) and set into 
momentum a quest for new research perspectives and techniques as well 
as a broadening theoretical integration. It was apparent that the 
self-imposed segregation into two camps was, for many, reductionistic 
and counter-productive: with each position endorsing research proce­
dures that maximized its own success, a stalemate was inevitable. Yet 
out of this controversy (pseudoissue notwithstanding), innovative 
methodology (e.g. Epstein, 1979, 1980; and Harris, 1980) as well as 
challenging theoretical revision (Lamiell, 1980; Tyler, 1978) have 
emerged. 
The theoretical roots of the present study were, to be sure, well-
entrenched before the Mischel-spawned debate took hold. Allport's 
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early studies (1937) had both reaffirmed the "naive psychology" trait 
endorsement and sanctioned its status with appropriate research methods. 
George Kelly (1955) supplied further support for the notion of enduring 
traits, adding the concept of salience to the individual as a key 
feature. Consistent research and theoretical contributions by Eysenck 
(1967) and Cattell (1966) have sought to refine our understanding of 
trait dimensions and define major components of personality. 
Several viewpoints emerging from other aspects of psychology in­
fluenced this trait perspective. As the Behavior Therapy movement 
gained momentum and new, sophisticated research methods allowed ex­
perimental analysis of behaviors, there was a growing trend within 
psychology to ignore what was internal and nonobservable (e.g. cogni­
tions, drives, traits) and to focus on the directly observable and 
quantifiable- Attribution theory, influencing areas in psychology 
other than social, found for itself a niche in personality theory that 
incorporated aspects of both traits and behaviors. In contending that 
observers attribute behavior to stable traits while actors attribute 
their own behaviors to situational determinants, the attributionists 
(e.g. Jones & Nisbett, 1972) paved the way for the next logical con­
clusion: since observers clearly err in making consistency attribu­
tions when in fact variability occurs, perhaps it is an error to postu­
late stable and enduring traits at all. Self-perception theory (Bern, 
1972) introduced yet another nuance. If we perceive ourselves by ob­
serving the same behaviors that external observers do, the visibility 
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of those behaviors, as well as their variability across situations, 
becomes a vital component of the self-assessment. 
Finally, some researchers (e.g. Bern & Allen, 1974; Pervin, 1978) 
began to question a framework that allowed only for assessments across 
persons and not for understanding of trait patterns within individuals. 
They argued that idiographic as well as nomothetic methods of data as­
sessment and interpretation are necessary and proposed both conceptual 
and practical ways of achieving those ends. 
Trait theorists, meanwhile, were remaining constant. While the 
term "enduring" implies consistency, they were not confusing consistency 
of behaviors with sameness of behaviors across situations (Pervin, 
1978). Nor were they claiming an ability to predict single instances 
of behavior. Yet the traditional research tools of the trait position, 
nomothetic correlational procedures, work best for such single instance 
prediction, and tend to confound consistency with sameness. Further, 
they allow for comparisons across persons, and often fail to accommodate 
within-person analyses. 
No wonder, then, that this combination of theory and technique 
reduced the rich theoretical promise of the trait position to somewhat 
simplistic terms, and that the less than satisfying statistical support 
left believers discouraged and doubters unimpressed. Yet now that the 
air has cleared and the compromise "interaction solution" to the debate 
is well ensconced, personality researchers have the leisure to focus on 
developing techniques that will allow greater incorporation of the 
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alternative viewpoints sketched above. Some researchers, to be sure, 
have made admirable advances: Epstein (1979, 1980); Bem and Allen 
(1974); Bem and Funder (1978); Funder (1980); Block (1977); Kenrick and 
Stringfield (1980); Pervin (1978); and Harris (1980) are notable examples. 
Working from the perspective that both enduring traits and situational 
determinants are properties of behavior, and recognizing that it is the 
patterning of the interaction that is important, these investigators 
have all made unique contributions. 
The fact remains, however, that it is consumately easy to lose 
sight of that which we seek to discover. In the tedium of data collec­
tion and the numerical infinities of data computation, it is all too easy 
to focus on significant p values and percent of variance accounted for. 
We forget that, ultimately, the detail of our separate studies may be 
merged and provide support for a perspective perhaps broader than the 
one we have envisioned. We guard oui territories, both practical and 
theoretical, and we risk losing the insight that new synthesis might 
bring. Most of all, we guard our paradigms. Creative and provocative 
thinkers like Tyler (1978) and Lamiell (1980) are suspect, not because 
of logical inconsistencies or ill-formulated speculations, but because 
the uncharted territories they suggest may change the contours of the 
map. 
Personality psychology has in the last decade made some inroads 
against the complacency that results from serving the needs of a paradigm 
(Block, 1977), Even the innovations, challenges, and discoveries of 
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the individual studies described here have begun to affect the way we 
think about personality assessment. In the end, we can only gain. 
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I. INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
TITLE: Personality as Seen by Self and Others 
PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to compare your answers on a 
personality dimension rating form to the answers given by 
your friend and your parent(s), and to compare the ques­
tionnaire answers with your results on a standard person­
ality inventory (the Jackson Personality Inventory). 
RISKS: There are no anticipated risks to you. 
BENEFITS; Besides the extra credit you get for participating, your 
responses may help psychologists understand more about 
personality traits. In addition, you may learn more about 
yourself by having the inventory interpreted for you. 
CONFIDENTIALITY : Your answers to these inventories will remain anony­
mous and confidential. Your name will remain on the 
consent form only; your questionnaire, as well as 
that filled out by your friend and parent(s), will 
be number coded, as will your personality inventory. 
EXTENT OF CONSENT: Your signature on this page means you agree to act 
as a subject for this study. It also gives your 
permission for the friend you have selected and 
your parent(s) to fill out the questionnaire rating 
you on personality dimensions. 
You may withdraw consent and discontinue participation at any time. 
SIGNATURE 
DATE 
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II. MODIFIED CONSENT FORM 
The purpose of this study is to compare the way people respond 
to personality rating forms. You are being asked to rate your friend 
on several personality dimensions. Your answers may help us learn 
more about behavior. 
You should need no more than 15 minutes to complete the rating. 
Your names will remain confidential; no identifying information will 
appear on the final report. 
Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw consent and 
participation at any time. 
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IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
Department of Psychology 
Ames. Iowa 5(X)11 
October 29, 1980 
Telephone 515 294 1742 
Dear Parent(s): 
Your son or daughter has agreed to participate in a psychology 
research study for extra credit in a psychology course, and has signed 
a consent form giving permission for you to fill out the enclosed 
questionnaire. 
The questionnaire is a short (15 minute maximum) form which asks 
you to rate your son or daughter on fifteen personality dimensions. 
As part of my research for my Master's thesis and Ph.D. dissertation, 
I am interested in learning which traits people see themselves as 
having across many situations, and in determining if others (like their 
parents and friends) see them in the same way. 
The rating form may be filled out by one parent or two parents. 
Your answers to the questions will be confidential. Neither your name 
nor that of your son or daughter will be retained by me or used in 
reporting the results in any way. 
The students are getting extra credit for work completed by the 
end of this quarter (Nov. 17). Since the data collection part of 
the study is also scheduled to be completed by then, I would appreciate 
having the questionnaires returned by November 15 in the enclosed, 
pre-stamped envelope. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely yours. 
Carole Bernard 
Research Investigator 
CB:j sp 
enclosure 
PLEASE NOTE: 
Copyrighted materials in this document 
have not been filmed at the request of 
the author. They are available for 
consultation, hov/ever, in the author's 
university library. 
These consist of pages: 
P.  117-119 Tra i t  Descr ip t ions  for  the  Jackson Personal i ty  Inventory  
P .  120b Tra i t  Rat ings  
p .  121 Publ ic  Observabi l i ty  Rat ing 
p .  122 Var iabi l i ty  Rat ing 
p .  123 Trai t  Rat ing 
p .  124 Publ ic  Observabi l i ty  Rat ing 
p .  125 Var iabi l i ty  Rat ing 
p .  126 Tra i t  Rat ing 
p .  127 Publ ic  Observabi l i ty  Rat ing 
p .  128 Var iabi l i ty  Rat ing 
University 
Microfilms 
International 
300 N Zeeb Rd., Ann Arbor, Ml 48106 (313) 761-4700 
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Table 25. Mean trait ratings for each trait averaged across subjects 
Trait Self Peer Parent X 
1. easy going/tense 3.40 3.10 3.81 3.42 
2. inflexible/interested 5.59 5.67 5.73 5.66 
3. uncomplicated/complex 4.69 4.31 4.37 4.46 
4. individualistic/conforming 3.23 3.33 3.74 3.43 
5. inactive/active 5.58 5.81 5.76 5.71 
6. reserved/friendly 5.89 5.96 5.75 5.86 
7. rout ine/creative 5.23 5.41 5.53 5.39 
8. disorganized/efficient 5.02 4.91 5.15 5.03 
9. negligent/responsible 5.51 5.51 5.81 5.61 
10. cautious/venturesome 5.07 5.36 4.95 5.13 
11. timid/self-assured 4.96 5.32 5.23 5.17 
12. frank/shrewd 4.05 3.95 3.41 3.80 
13. solitary/sociable 5.33 5.70 5.59 5.54 
14. uncompromising/tolerant 5.42 5.33 5.20 5.32 
15. liberal/conservative 4.12 4.19 4.78 4.36 
M 4.87 4.92 4.99 
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Table 26. Average nomothetic consistency and observability ratings 
for each trait 
Trait M 
Observability 
M 
Consistency 
1. easy going/tense 4.80 4.42 
2. inflexible/interested 5.15 4.83 
3. uncomplicated/complex 4.43 4.59 
4. individualistic/conforming 4.69 4.67 
5. inactive/active 5.61 5.10 
6. reserved/friendly 5.61 5.48 
7. routine/creative 4.83 5.00 
8. disorganized/efficient 5.04 4.91 
9. negligent/responsible 5.27 5.28 
10. cautious/venturesome 4.96 4.76 
11. timid/self-assured 4.78 4.68 
12. frank/shrewd 4.08 4.38 
13. solitary/sociable 5.38 5.05 
14. uncompromising/tolerant 5.08 5.00 
15. liberal/conservative 4.58 4.77 
Note: Higher scores indicate a trait is relatively more consistent 
(less variable) and relatively more observable. E.g., the 
negligent/responsibility dimension ranks, on the average, as 
the second most consistent and fourth most observable dimension. 
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Table 27. Mean consistency rating for each trait averaged across 
subjects 
Trait Self Peer Parent X 
1. easy going/tense 4.15 4.62 4.50 4.42 
2. inflexible/interested 4.53 4.86 5.10 4.83 
3. uncomplicated/complex 4.42 4.45 4.91 4.59 
4. individualistic/conforming 4.51 4.63 4.85 4.67 
5. inactive/active 4.76 5.06 5.49 5.10 
6. reserved/friendly 5.32 5.46 5.67 5.48 
7. routine/creative 4.68 4.93 5.38 5.00 
8. disorganized/efficient 4.78 4.81 5.13 4.91 
9. negligent/responsible 5.04 5.14 5.65 5.28 
10. cautious/venturesome 4.46 4.89 4.94 4.76 
11. timid/self-assured 4.37 4.83 4.85 4.68 
12. frank/shrewd 4.10 4.39 4.66 4.38 
13. solitary/sociable 4.67 5.12 5.34 5.05 
14. uncompromising/tolerant 4.93 4.96 5.13 5.00 
15. liberal/conservative 4.53 4.62 5.16 4.77 
M 4.62 4.85 5.12 
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Table 28. Mean observability ratings 
subjects 
for each trait averaged across 
Trait Self Peer Parent X 
1. easy going/tense 4.92 4.95 4.55 4.8 
2. inflexible/interested 4.92 5.10 5.42 5.15 
3. uncomplicated/complex 4.28 4.40 4.63 4.43 
4. individualistic/conforming 4.61 4.75 4.71 4.69 
5. inactive/active 5.49 5.59 5.76 5.61 
6. reserved/friendly 5.43 5.63 5.80 5.61 
7. routine/creative 4.65 4.74 5.11 4.83 
8. disorganized/efficient 4.94 4.92 5.26 5.04 
9. negligent/responsible 5.14 4.94 5.74 5.27 
10. cautious/venturesome 4.78 5.03 5.08 4.96 
11. timid/self-assured 4.49 4.81 5.04 4.78 
12. frank/shrswd 3.86 4.10 4.28 4.08 
13. solitary/sociable 5.15 5.37 5.63 5.38 
14. uncompromising/tolerant 4.99 5.01 5.24 5.08 
15. liberal/conservative 4.47 4.39 4.88 4.58 
M 4.51 4.92 5.14 
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Table 29. Trait-by-trait correlations for self-chosen most consistent 
traits based on median splits on observability and consist­
ency (with peer ratings) 
High/Low High/Low 
Observability Consistency 
1. easy going/tense .33/- (10.1) .35/- (9,2) 
2. inflexible/interested .56/- (6,1) .58/- (4.1) 
3. uncomplicated/complex .00/- (4.1) .00/- (4,1) 
4. individualistic/conforming .48/- (7,0) .48/- (7,0) 
5. inactive/active .08/- (14,0) .29/1.00(12,2) 
6. reserved/friendly .19/- (37.0) .20/^ .00(35,2) 
7. routine/creative . 08/— (13.0) 
0
0
 0
0
 o
 (11,5) 
8. disorganized/efficient .63/- (14.2) .72/- (13,1) 
9. negligent/responsible .12/- (19,1) .12/- (19,1) 
10, cautious/venturesome .31/- (9,0) .63/- (6.0) 
11. timid/self-assured 
-/- (3,0) -/- (3.0) 
12. frank/shrewd -.33/- (3,0) 1.00/- (2,0) 
13. solitary/sociable . 18/— (18,2) .18/1.00(16.2) 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .59/- (7,0) .59/- (7.0) 
15. liberal/conservât ive .04/- (9,0) .07/- (8.0) 
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Table 30. Trait-by-trait correlations for parent-chosen most consistent 
traits based on median splits on observability and consistency 
High/Low High/Low 
Observability Consistency 
1. easy going/tense .76/-.71 (6,4) .75/- (5,1) 
2. inflexible/interested 
- / - (2,1) - / - (2,0) 
3. uncomplicated/complex .31/- (5,1) 1.00/- (3,0) 
4. individualistic/conforming —.02/— (7,2) .00/- (6,0) 
5. inactive/active —.28/— (15,0) -.23/- (14,0) 
6. reserved/friendly -.10/.00 (30,6) —.08/— (28,1) 
7. rout ine/creative .06/- (13,1) .03/- (12,1) 
8. disorganized/efficient .39/- (16,0) .39/- (16,0) 
9. negligent/responsible 1 0
 
1 o
 
(36,4) -.05/- (34,1) 
10. cautious/venturesome 
- / - (1,0) - / - (1,0) 
11. timid/self-assured .09/- (8,0) .09/- (8,1) 
12. frank/shrewd .71/- (4,0) .71/- (4,0) 
13. solitary/sociable .33/-1.00(15,2) .30/- (14,1) 
14. uncompromising/tolerant 
- / - (2,1) - / - (2,0) 
15, liberal/conservative —.86/— (3,0) -1.00/- (2,0) 
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Table 31. Trait-by-trait correlations for peer-chosen most consistent 
traits based on median splits on observability and consist­
ency (with self ratings) 
High/Low High/Low 
Observability Consistency 
1. easy going/tense .77/- (12.0) .75/- (10.0) 
2. inflexible/interested .36/- (12,0) .36/- (11.0) 
3. uncomplicated/complex 
- / - (2,0) - / - (2,0) 
4. individualistic/conforming .03/- (7,0) .27/- (6,0) 
5. inactive/active .20/- (13.0) .19/- (12, 
6. reserved/friendly —.08/— (42,2) —.01/—.34 (35,5) 
7. routine/creative .42/- (6,0) .42/- (6,0) 
8. disorganized/efficient .84/- (15,1) .80/- (11,0) 
9. negligent/responsible .10/- (15,0) .16/- (14,1) 
10. cau t ious/venturesome .26/- (13,0) .20/- (10,1) 
11. timid/self-assured -.47/- (10,1) -.41/- (9,1) 
12. frank/shrewd -1.00/- (2,0) 
- / - (2,0) 
13. solitary/sociable .11/- (14.2) .11/-.20 (14,3) 
14. uncompromising/tolerant 
- / - (4,1) - / - (3,1) 
15. liberal/conservative .18/- (4,0) .19/- (3.0) 
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Table 32. Trait-by-trait correlations anchored by self-chosen most 
consistent traits for males and females 
Trait 
Males Females 
Self-Chosen. Ratings Self-Chosen Ratings 
with with 
Peer / Parent Peer Parent Ratings Ratings Ratings Ratings 
1. easy going/tense 
2. inflexible/interested 
3. uncomplicated/complex 
4. individualistic/conforming 
5. inactive/active 
6. reserved/friendly 
7. routine/creative 
8. disorganized/efficient 
9. negligent/responsible 
10. cautious/venturesome 
11. timid/self-assured 
12. frank/shrewd 
13. solitary/sociable 
14. uncompromising/tolerant 
15. liberal/conservative 
1.00**/-.09 
1.00/-
-.52/.82 
.38/.88* 
-.13/-.33 
.13/.11 
-.18/-.21 
.97**/.00 
.05/-.14 
.50/-
—.49/—.85* 
-/-
.24/.15 
.15/.80* 
.54/.65 
(5,5) 
(2,1) 
(4.4) 
(5.5) 
(11,10) 
(12,10) 
(7,7) 
(6 .6)  
(10,10) 
(6.4) 
(5.5) 
(0,0) 
(11,10) 
(6.5) 
(6.6)  
.36/.48 
.00/ .00 
-1.00/-
-/-
-.32/.24 
.17/.41* 
.27/.46 
-.15/.28 
.07/-.16 
-/-
-1.00/1.00 
-.33/.33 
.90**/-.03 
.50/-.50 
-.37/.48 
(10,10) 
(5,4) 
(2,1) 
(2 .2 )  
(6 .6)  
(5,34) 
(12,11) 
(9.8) 
(12,12) 
(3.2) 
( 2 . 2 )  
(3.3) 
(10,10) 
(3,3) 
( 6 . 6 )  
Note: Ns are reported in parentheses. 
*p < .05. 
**p < .001. 
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Table 33. Trait-by-trait correlations self-peer modified by peer-chosen 
variables of confidence and strength of relationship 
Unanchored Anchored by Peer 
Confidence + Chosen Most Con-
Strength sistent Trait 
1. easy going/tense .31 .36* .43** .48** .68 (13) 
2. inflexible/interested .15 .18* .22 .13 .36 (12) 
3. uncomplicated/complex .18 .15* .18 .18 .13 (4) 
4. individualistic/conforming -.03 .19* .34 .37** .33 (8) 
5. inactive/active .23 .23** .23 .24* .45 (11) 
6. reserved/friendly .29* .20* .06 .08 .21 (51) 
7. routine/creative .04 .14 .23 .26** .42 (6) 
8. disorganized/efficient .37* .40** .43 .39** .81 (15) 
9. negligent/responsible .11 .25** .37 .32** .42 (20) 
10. cautious/venturesome .17 .22 .26 .24* .33 (16) 
11. timid/self-assured -.04 .11 .22 .30* -.36 (12) 
12. frank/shrewd .17 .12 .13 .21 -1.00 (2) 
13. solitary/sociable .17 .27 .36 .39** .35 (16) 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .20 .27* .19 .13 .52 (4) 
15. liberal/conservative .12 .27** .39 .35** .23 (4) 
r .28 .27 
Note: Ns for unanchored ratings are 91 and 89, respectively. Ns for 
anchored ratings are reported in parentheses. 
*p < .01. 
**p < .001. 
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Table 34. Trait-by-trait correlations of self, peer, and parent chosen 
least consistent traits with JPI 
Trait Self-Chosen N 
Peer-
Chosen N 
Parent-
Chosen N 
1. easy going/tense —. 08 26 -.09 23 .44 20 
2. inflexible/interested 
- 4 .49 6 .26 5 
3. uncomplicated/complex -.30 13 -.04 24 -.32 13 
4. individualistic/conforming -.15 7 .12 10 .07 9 
4. inactive/active .33 15 -.19 11 .41 12 
6. reserved/friendly -.14 7 .39 10 .55 10 
7. routine/creative .67 11 .85 4 .52 5 
8. disorganized/e f f icient .67 16 .19 16 -.14 31 
9. negligent/responsible .38 10 .80 9 .00 5 
10. cautious/venturesome .34 10 .03 16 .49 8 
11. timid/self-assured .46 23 -.04 14 .13 20 
12. frank/shrewd -.52 15 -.04 19 -.09 11 
13. solitary/sociable .33 17 -.57 12 .69 8 
14. uncompromising/tolerant -.20 9 -.06 12 -.17 18 
15. liberal/conservative .17 26 .33 20 .10 11 
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Table 35. Trait-by-trait correlations of self, peer, and parent 
chosen most consistent traits with JPI 
Trait Self-
Chosen N 
Peer-
Chosen N 
Parent-
Chosen N 
1. easy going/tense .79** 13 .71* 13 .59 9 
2. inflexible/interested .30 7 -.09 12 -.93 3 
3. uncomplicated/complex -.73 5 .23 4 .54 6 
4. individualistic/conforming .36 7 -.28 7 .15 9 
5. inac t ive/act ive .49 16 .34 13 .08 13 
6. reserved/friendly .26 46 .17 55 .06 36 
7. routine/creative .65** 20 .16 7 .18 13 
8. disorganized/efficient .48 15 .41 15 .26 17 
9. negligent/responsible .07 22 .44 19 -.03 43 
10. cautious/venturesome .44 8 .41 15 - 1 
11. timid/self-assured .67 6 .17 13 .14 8 
12. frank/shrewd .00 - -1.00 2 -.33 4 
13. solitary/sociable .60* 21 -.01 19 -.27 17 
14. uncompromising/tolerant .65 9 .48 5 1.00 2 
15. liberal/conservative .63 12 .38 6 -.63 3 
*p < .01. 
**p < .001. 
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Table 36. Mean inventory ratings for each trait averaged across subjects 
JPI Scores JPI Scores 
(Standardized) (Raw) 
1. Anxiety 53.60 13.34 
2. Breadth of interest 46.94 10.47 
3. Complexity 45.13 9.62 
4. Conformity 54.93 11.45 
5. Energy level 50.06 11.66 
6. Interpersonal affect 52.78 13.75 
7. Innovation 50.39 12.48 
8. Organization 50.79 11.27 
9. Responsibility 51.05 12.61 
10. Risk taking 49.87 9.09 
11. Self esteem 52.30 12.56 
12. Social adroitness 51.70 10.74 
13. Social participation 53.38 11.90 
14. Tolerance 45.97 11.07 
15. Value orthodoxy 58.53 11.07 
16. Infrequency 48.68 .498 
